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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s RePorTED that Sir Francois Jeune will next week take 
the place of Lord Russzt in Court of Appeal No. 2. 





We print elsewhere the Christmas Vacation Notice, from 
which it will be observed that Mr. Justice Onrrry will act as 
Vacation Judge up to the 3ist inst., when his place will be 
taken by Mr. Justice Cavz. 





THE PRESENT sittings have been remarkable for the number 
of heavy patent actions which have come before Mr. steal 
Romer. He has, in fact, for many weeks been 
continuously ps sp with this class of actions, al aa 
have actions of other classes been thus delayed, but to meet = 
convenience of the eminent counsel engaged in the patent 
actions, certain innovations, such as no sittings on Sa 
have been introduced, thereby still further delaying 
progress of business. On the 4th inst. the learned judge 
announced that he would not try any more patent actions duting 


the present sittings. 





Tux appress of the President of the Liverpool Law Society, 
which we print elsewhere, shews that the energetic erageaene 
of continuous si in Lancashire, while gi 

5 ex 4 


what grudging assent to 
Kenyepy as “the Lancashire J ” on the principle that 
half a loaf is better than no bread, do not mean to relax their 
exertions to obtain the whole loaf. Their immediate grievance 
is that the Lancashire Judge should have to go circuit with his 
brother oles i The t suggests that 
judges of assize pies together are “ like ill-assorted man 
and wife ; united jar, et are loth to ” We do not 
know where the ae det hg as to ic ‘‘jars” has been 
obtained ; our own impression Sent beets like 
to go circuit in company, and are cuit on excel- 
lent terms with each other, and that the “jars” are mail 
with the persons responsible for the judicial cookery 

7 
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judicial accommodation. However this may be, we think that 
the Lancashire lawyers will have to shew that the whole time of 
the Lancashire Judge will be required for Lancashire civil 
business before they can succeed in getting—to use the presi- 
dent’s language—“ our lady on the civil side” divorced from 
‘the requirements of her spouse on the Crown side.” 





A soxicrtor’s lien upon the papers of his client for costs is as 
well settled as anything in the law. It has been said that it is 
equivalent to a lien existing by contract (Richards vy. Platel, Or. 
— & PE, p. 83). But ques time to time arise as to 

the exact extent to which it can be asserted. In Re Han- 

bury, Whitting, § Co. (reported elsewhere), before Stiruine, J., 

the client changed his solicitors, and from the bill of costs 

delivered by the old solicitors, taken with the cash account, it 
appeared that a sum of £9 15s. 6d. was due tothem. A cheque 
for this amount was sent by the new solicitor ‘‘ without pre- 
judice,” but the old solicitors declined to receive it except in 
settlement of their account, and they declined also to give up 
the papers. Asa matter of theory, it might seem that, if the 
solicitor has a lien at all, he ought to have it for the amount 
found due to him on taxation, and consequently can claim to 
hold the papers till taxation. But the delay thus caused 
might involve the client in considerable embarrassment, and 
the courts have been content to secure to the solicitor the 
amount which he claims without waiting for the final figures 
to be ascertained. If the solicitor is completely secured— 
and for this purpose the court reckons the sum which he 
claims and also a sum to answer the costs of taxation—it is 
considered inequitable that he should be allowed to embarrass 
, the client further by holding the papers (Re Gallard, 31 Ch. D. 

p. 803). Moreover, to cover the possibility of a larger sum than 

that provided for being ultimately found due, the court puts the 

client upon an undertaking in this event to return the papers 
to the solicitor (Re Bevan & Whitting, 33 Beav. 439, as explained 
in Re Faithfull, L. R. 6 Eq. p. 328). In Re Hanbury, Whitting, 

§ Co., therefore, the old solicitors were held to be entitled, 

in addition to the costs claimed, to this undertaking for re- 

delivery of the papers, and to security for the costs of the 
taxation. For this purpose Sririine, J. directed £100 to be 
paid into court. sh ei rp pe 





Mr. Brrrewt has commenced his series of Quain—or should 
it not rather be Quaint—Law Lectures in his usual facetious 
manner. He is of the current opinion that the practitioners of 
a ah day managed to be competent, and even great, lawyers 
without any hint of systematic education. He sums up their 
position ina neat sentence. They were not systematizers, but 
advisers of particular men in particular difficulties for particular 
fees. Mr. Brrrett makes a good deal of the fees, and no doubt 
the prospect of them helped men to pass through the quagmire 
of disgust and despair which was supposed to lie at the entrance 
to the profession. In the present day it is still possible—at 
least in a limited number of cases—to arrive at the fees, but the 
improvement in the law and in the means of education have 
robbed the beginnings of professional life of much of the 
useless and repulsive toil with which it'was formerly incumbered. 
It may be that in the old days lawyers magnified the law by 
reason of the difficulties which they had surmounted in the pursuit 
of it. The law was so sacred that men forgot to consider its 
effects upon the unhappy litigants who became entangled in its 
meshes. But the easier attainment to its mysteries has robbed 
them of this character, and the new generation of lawyers have 
time to remember that the law is but the handmaid of practical 
life. Mr. Brrrew1, perhaps a little prematurely, relegates the 
ancient books to limbo, and founds his law on the digests of 
cases and the statute book. Lawyers, however impatient of 
antiquity and restless under research, must be content to main- 
tain some continuity in the law, even at the expense of a little 
trouble. But they may very well be disposed to believe with 
Mr. Brerett that as much as possible law should be based on 
common-sense and common honesty. Mr. BrrrEL. proposes, it 
seems, to lecture on fraud and also on employers’ liability. 
Doubtless the connection between the two depends on some 
pleasant conceit which the ordinary mind has not yet appre- 


consider somewhat carefully the frame of determinable life 
interests. It will be found that two forms are in use; in each 
form there is generally, though perhaps not necessarily, an 
enumeration of certain events, such as bankruptcy, on the 
occurrence of which the life estate is to determine, followed by 
sweeping words intended to include all other events on the 
occurrence of which it is to determine. There is a slight 
rdifference in the wording of the latter events—a difference 
which, according to the dictum above referred to, may have 
important practical results. The language may be “If any 
event shall happen whereby the income or any part thereof, if 
belonging absolutely to X. (a) would cease to be payable to 
him,” or 2) ‘would become payable to some other person or 
persons.” In Davidson’s Precedents and in Key and Elphin- 
stone’s Precedents both these forms are given ; Mr. WoLtsten- 
HOLME gives the former form (a), slightly modified, only, but 
no hint is given by any of these authors that the use of the 
different forms can produce different effects. In Re Brewer the 
trust was in the latter form (4.) The trust fund had been lost, 
owing to a breach of trust to which the tenant for life wasa 
arty, and it was held that no forfeiture had arisen. But the 
earned judge observed that ‘If the words ‘ cease to be payable 
to him’ had been in the settlement, the case would havo been 
different.” If this dictum is correct, the consequences will be 
serious. Many settlements must have been drawn in the former 
form (a), and, according to the dictum, if this be the case, and 
the whole or even part of the capital is lost, a forfeiture is 
incurred. This can hardly be the intention, and therefore it 
appears safer not to use the former form (4), or if it is used, to 
except the event of ‘‘ the loss or destruction of the trust premises 
or any part thereof.” 





Ir 1s GENERALLY said that the reason why a libel is regarded 
by the law as a criminal offence as well as a civil injury is 
that it tends to incite to a breach of the peace. A much stronger 
reason, however, is that’ if a libel could not be treated as a 
crime there would be practically no redress at all against a 
penniless libeller, and so a scandalous newspaper might run a 
long course of foul abuse unchecked. There seems, at the same 
time, to be a real need of some effectual check upon the abuse 
of the power of presenting indictments for libel. Libel is now 
one of the offences included in the Vexatious Indictments Act, 
1859, and therefore no indictment for libel can be presented 
unless the accused has been first brought before a magistrate. 
The Act, however, further provides that where the magistrate 
who hears the charge refuses to send the accused for trial, the 
prosecutor may require such magistrate to take his recognizance 
to prefer an indictment against the defendant. Where the 
defamation is at all serious and the libeller is a man of straw, or 
in any case where the defamation is of a gross nature, probably 
no magistrate would refuse to send the libeller for trial. It does, 
however, seem very hard that where a magistrate does not con- 
sider the case such as should be tried in a criminal court, the 
defendant should have to undergo all the ignominy and anxiety 
of a criminal trial. The injured person under such circum- 
stances has probably a complete remedy by action, and he ought 
not to be allowed to gratify spite by proceeding criminally. 
Doubtless, however, there ought to be some mode of reviewing 
the decision of a magistrate in such a case. Hawxins, J., re- 
ferred to this evil last week in the course of a case at the Central 
Criminal Court, and- made a suggestion for its remedy which 
would probably be most effectual. This suggestion was, that in 
case a justice refuses to send for trial a person charged with libel, 
no indictment should be presented for that libel without the 
consent of a judge in chambers. If this change in the law were 
made, no startling innovation would be introduced, as under the 
Law of Libel Amendment Act, 1888, such consent is already 
required before any criminal proceedings for libel can be taken 
against the editor, publisher, or proprietor of a newspaper. 








THE EXTREME rarity of the success of a plea of autrefois convict 





or autrefois acquit es the case of Reg. v. Grimwood (ante, P: 
) 


/98) worthy of notice. The defendant had been tried at 


Dec. 12, 1896. 98 


A recent vicrum of Onrrry, J., in Re Brewer's Settlemen 
(1896 2 Ch. 507) renders it necessary for the draftsmen to 
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Hastings Quarter Sessions on an indictment containing four 
counts—(1) for wounding W. with intent to do him grievous 
bodily harm ; (2) for unlawfully wounding W.; (3) for unlaw- 
fully assaulting W., occasioning him actual bodily harm; (4) 
for a common assault on W. the counts were founded on 
the same facts, and the jury found a verdict of guilty on the 
fourth count, but stated that they were unable to agree as to 
the other counts. The recorder thereupon entered a verdict of 

ilty on the fourth count, but refused to pass sentence, and 
remitted the case to the Lewes Assizes on the first three counts. 
At the assizes the prisoner pleaded autrefois convict, and this plea 
was upheld by Potzockx, B., and judgment entered for the 
prisoner. The rule seems to be that if a prisoner has been 
in peril on one indictment on the same facts as are charged in a 
second indictment, a verdict of either guilty or not guilty on the 
first indictment may be pleaded in bar to the second indictment, 

vided the second indictment charges him with an offence for 
which he might have been convicted at the first trial. A man 
may, however, if acquitted on one indictment, be tried a second 
time on the same facts for an offence of which he could not have 
been convicted at the first trial. Thus in Reg. v. Henderson (2 
M. 0. C. R. 192) it was held that an acquittal on an indictment 
for larceny cannot be successfully pleaded to a subsequent 
indictment on the same facts for obtaining by false pretences, 
for in the first trial the prisoner could not have been convicted 
of false pretences. The reverse, however, would not hold good, 
for if « prisoner is indicted for false pretences, and the facts 
shew that the offence really amounted to larceny, he can, never- 
theless, be convicted on the indictment (24 & 25 Vict. c. 96, s. 
88), and so a verdict can be pleaded in bar te a subsequent 
indictment for larceny on the same facts. It may be remembered 
that some few years ago two men were indicted at the Old 
Bailey for murder, the act which they were alleged to have 
committed being the deliberate setting fire to a house in the 
Strand, in consequence of which two children, who were in the 
house, were burnt to death. The men were acquitted of the 
murder, but were afterwards indicted for arson and convicted. 
The act charged in each case was precisely the same, but of 
course the prisoners could not have ae convicted of arson on 
the indictment for murder. The same act may often amount in 
law to more than one offence, but no one can be convicted of 
more than one offence for the same act. Now, an indictment 
may contain several counts for separate offences founded on 
different sets of facts. In such a case the jury may give a 


one would be no bar to a fresh indictment on another. But, as 
in Grimwood’s case, an indictment often contains several counts, 
all being founded on the same facts, and the counts merely 
varying the charge in order, if possible, to secure a conviction for 
some one offence out of several when it is uncertain what 
_ crime the facts are likely to establish in the opinion of 

e jury. In this case the counts are really alternative, and a 
verdict of guilty upon any one is a verdict upon the whole 
indictment. If, then, a verdict be given upon the indictment, it 
seems clear that the prisoner cannot be again put in peril upon 
any count in that indictment. 





Tue pEctsion of the Court of Appeal in Ernest v. The Loma 
Gold Mines (Limited) (ante, p. 47) settles the doubt as to the use of 
proxies at company meetings which had been occasioned by the 
decision of VaucHAN WIitu1Ams, J., in Re Bidwell Brothers (1893, 
1 Ch. 603). The universal practice is to take a vote in the first 
instance by show of hands, and it follows from the method of 
taking the vote that each person can be reckoned _only once, no 














(Re Horbury Bridge Coal Co., . D. 109). This vi 
assisted by the Tact that the voting by show of hands will, upon 
proper demand, be followed bya poll in which each member 
will be allowed a voting power commensurate with his interest 
inthe company. But with respect to the votes of proxies the 
case is not quite so simple. Upon a vote by show of hands in 
the ordinary way it is impossible that a member present who 
holds proxies should be able to vote separately under each 
proxy. It is the essence of voting by show of hands that hands 


each as one. At the same time there are indications in the 
Companies Act, 1862, and in the regulations of Table A, that 


proxies are to have due weight allowed them upon the occasion 
of the first voting. In particular, section 51 requires that a 
Ps resolution shall be passed by a majority of not less than 
three-fourths of such members of the company for the time 
being entitled to vote as may be present in or by proxy, 
and this voting is distinguished from the poll for which pro- 
vision is made subsequently. In deference to this enactment 
Vavenan Wittiams, J., in Re Bidwell Brothers (supra), held 
that a departure must be made from the ordi method of 
voting by show of hands, and that it is the duty of the chairman 
to count the votes of proxies as though they were the votes of 
persons actually present. In the case of small companies this is 
practicable enough, and is, indeed, the only way of allowing a 
voice to absentees when there are not enough members present 
to make an effective demand for - In the case of large 
companies, however, the practical difficulty would be very 
great, and it is fortunate that the Court of Appeal have seen 
their way to differing from Vavenan Wis, J., in re Re 
Bidwell Brothers, and have affirmed the decision of Currry, J.. 
in the case before them. The right of a member to vote by 
roxy is inevitably conditioned, it is pointed out, by the estab- 
ished usage with respect to voting by show of hands, and his 
right is exhausted when the proxy once voted by holding up 
his hand, however many other members he may represent. 








THE RECOVERY OF RENT-CHARGE BY ACTION OF 
DEBT. 


Some striking illustrations have recently occurred to shew the 
depths to which the roots of our legal system extend; and 
perhaps none is more striking than a case recently spears | 
Mr. Justice Stirtinc (Re Herbage Rents, Greenwich), to whi 

we shall again allude, in which his lordship found it material to 
enquire into the form of the judgments upon a writ of novel 
disseisin and a writ of annuity. But first we desire to make 
some historical remarks upon the development of the doctrine, 
which was a decided for the first time by the Court of 
Queen’s Bench almost a quarter of a century in the case of 
Thomas v. Sylvester (21 W. R. 912; L. R. 8 Q. B. 368), that, 
since the abolition of real actions by 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27,s. 36,an 
action of debt will lie for the recovery of a rent-charge against a 
tenant in fee simple other than the grantor of the rent-charge. 
We remember that upon the publication of that decision the re- 
mark was made, that it contained nothing to t, and much 
to favour, the conclusion, thatif a square yard of land should be 
subject to a rent-charge of £1,000 per annum, and such square 


yard should come into the hands of a purchaser, even h 
for value and without notice, such purchaser would find hienedit 


liable to pay the whole of the ren uite apart from the 
uestion whether he had derived any ts from the land. 
e conclusion is indeed difficult to avoid. The claim would be 


a legal one, and therefore the question of notice is not material; 
and in a legal action of debt, any question as to profits derived 
from the land isirrelevant. This conclusion was soon afterwards 
much strengthened by the remarks made by the judges in the 
case of Whitaker v. Forbes, before the Oourt of n Pleas 
L. R. 10 C. P. 583), and before the Court of Appeal (L. R. 1 O. P. 
D.51). In that case it was-held that under the law then in force 
the venue of such an action of debt was local, and therefore that 
no such action was maintainable in this country to recover arrears 
of a rent-charge issuing out of lands situated in Australia ; but the 
judges in the court below plainly intimated their opinion, that 
the question of the venue was the only obstacle to the action, 
and the judges of the Court of Appeal said nothing to the 
contrary. 

The precise question, whether the whole amount of the rent- 
charge can be recovered, notwi ing that the profits of the 
land fall short of the amount, had not hitherto raised, 
for in Thomas v. Sylvester it is expressly stated that the profits 
were in excess of the charge, and Whitaker v. Forbes went off 
upon another ground. But the question’ was recently rai 





are there and then held up and counted. The chairman counts 
the herds of members ectually preeent who vote, and be counts 





raised, 
and, for the present at all events, decided by Mr. Justice 
Corzins in the case of. Pertwee v. Townsend (1896, 2 Q. B, 
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129). This was an action to recover arrears of a rent-charge| As 54 urity for costs, the law is in a very remarkable — 
state. 0 ion j 


which had been granted by way of augmentation of the 
living of Brightlingsea by the Bishop of London under the Acts 
29 Car. 2, c. 8, and 1 & 2 Will 4, c. 45, charged upon certain 
lands in Essex, of a portion of which the defendant was tenant 
for life in possession and in actual occupation. It appears that 
the ecessors in title of the defendant’s portion of the lands 
had released the residue of the lands from the charge, and had 
indemnified the owners against it. It is expressly stated that the 
fits of the lands fell far short of the account of the charge. 

t was admitted that an action of debt would lie against the 
defendant, but it was contended on his behalf that the amount 
recoverable under the action must be restricted to the amount of 
the profits of the land. Mr. Justice Coxtivs held that this 
contention could not} be sustained, and gave judgment for 
the whole amount of the charge. This case must be taken 
to have overruled, at least in this country, the Irish case 
of Odlum v. Thompson (31 L. R. Ir. 394), in which it was 


held by the Vice-Chancellor of Ireland that the owner of | 


the rent-charge was only entitled to recover the amount of the 

profits received by the owner of the land. And in truth 

that doctrine seems to be equivalent to denying that an action 

of debt will lie. We cannot understand what place there is, in 

an action of debt, for an account of the rents and profits of the 

— or upon what grounds such a demand could be formu- 
t 


In the still more recent case to which we have alluded above, 
Re Herbage Rents, Greenwich, Charity Commissioners v. Green 
(45 W. R. 74; 1896, 2 Ch. D, 811), an action was brought 
against a person in possession, under a lease for years at 
a rack-rent, of lands subject to a perpetual rent-charge of £3 

r annum, for the benefit of a charity known as ‘‘ The Herbage 

nts,” in the borough of Greenwich. It was held by Mr. 
Justice Srirtinc, in an elaborate and learned judgment, that 
the action could not be maintained against a termor for years, 
inasmuch as the real actions, in lieu of which the action of debt 
is now allowed, could be brought only against the tenant of the 
freehold. 

If the ruling of Mr. Justice Cottins in Pertwee v. Townsend 
should be sustained, it discloses a possible danger, having regard 
to the great fall which has taken place in the value of agricul- 
tural land. Landowners, in addition to their other misfortunes, 
may in some cases find themselves saddled with a personal 
liability to make good the deficiency in the revenue from their 
lands. The case will suggest to the legal advisers of trustees 
that they should be very cautious in allowing their clients to 
accept a conveyance or devise of the legal estate in lands subject 
to a rent-charge, unless either the amount of it is small in com- 
parison with the income of the land, or there is other property 
subject to the same trusts sufficient to provide ample indemnity 
against the risk of a deficit in the income. 








COMPANIES WINDING UP IN THE LEGAL YEAR 
1895-6, 


II. 


Tux position of tho official receivers as regards costs, whethor 
when acting under section 8 or as liquidators, has recently been 
explained. Early in 1895 it was established that, where a 
liquidator is acting in a quasi-judicial capacity (¢.g., in settling a 

of contributories), a su iti is not éntitled to costs 
against fim personally, but only out of the assets (Salisbury- 
Jones, ama Dale’s case (No. 2), 1895, 1 Ch. 333); and on the 
strength of this it has been contended that the liquidator—at 
any rate, where also official receiver—has always a sort of 
judicial status protecting him from liability to personal payment 
of costs. But this is a mistaken view. Official receivers, 
although officers of the court, and under the obligation to 
perform statutory duties, are (with some exceptions) subject to 
the rules as to costs which apply to ordinary litigants; and 
accordingly, where an order for public examination was dis- 
charged for want of jurisdiction, an order was made that the 
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be directed (see Forms 56a an | Pali 
; .)» 4, then, the company were bringing, as it might, 
n_action for misfeasance, security for costs would be ordered, 
But if, instead of bringing an action in the name Of the 
company, the liquidator in a misfeasance case avails himself of 
the summary remedy provided by section 10 of the Act of 1899 
(a mere change of machinery) the result is different. The com 
pany is not then the applicant. 


The liquidator is personally 
responsible for cae like ony other litigant, and, in considering 
whether he 8 e ordered to pay them, the court will have 


















regard to the fact that he has opposed an application for 
security, but will not order him to give security (yer Mr. Justics 
Romer in Re Powell § Sons, 44 W. R. 618; 1896, 1 Ch. 681; — 
followed by Mr. Justice Srretinc, in chambers, on the 4th of 
May, 1896, in Re Western Counties Steam Bakeries and Milling 
Co.; with which decisions compare the orders for security made 
by Vice-Chancellor Bacon in Re Seventh East Central Building 
Society, 51 L. T. N. 8. 109, and by Mr. Justice Pzarson in Be 
Wedgwood Co., set out in Form 636 of Palmer, Part II.) 

Re Higginshaw Mills and Spinning Co, (40 8. J. 634; 1896, 
2 Ch. 544) shews that although there may be circumstances 
which make it just that a mortgagee should have leave to 
distrain for interest accrued since the winding-up, when his 
security gives him ——— power to distrain, it is not so easy for 
a mortgagee as a landlord to obtain the leave; and that leave 
will not be given to the former where the liquidator has gone 
into possession without objection by the mortgagee and has 
kept the premises in working order for the benefit of both the 
mortgagee and the company. 

Re Panther Lead Co., betore Mr. Justice Romer (44 W. RB. 
573; 1896, 1 Ch. 978), is worth careful reading. The case 
really establishes that the rule laid down by the House of Lords 
in the bankruptey case of Hardy v. Fothergill (837 W. R. 177, 
App. Cas. 351) applies to the winding up of insolvent _com- 

anies, and that proofs may at once be made in respect of all 
Tabilities—present or future, certain or contingent—of the 
company as a lessee. ‘ 

The mutual credit clause of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, is now 
incorporated in winding-up law, and a decision as to its meaning 
was obtained from the judge, who undoubtedly, of all members 
of the Bench, knows most about bankruptcy law, ia 2s Mid- 
Kent Fruit Factory (44 W. R. 284; 1896, 1 Ch. 567). If moneys 
of a company are paid to a person for certain specified purposes 
after satisfaction of which a balance remains, he cannot, ifa 
winding-up ensues, set off a debt owing to him by the company 
unless he can shew that the company consented to his retention 
of the balance. 

Notwithstanding the Proferential Payments in Bankruptey 
Act, 1888, it has been held by Mr. Justice Norru that there is 
no preferential charge, in respect of rates, on effects of a company 
in the hands of a receiver for debenture-holders when a company 
is being wound up: Richards v. Overseers of Kidderminster (44° 
W. R. 505; 1896, 2 Ch. 212). ail 

A case which came to nothing much in the way of decision, 
but in which there was some doubt whether the solicitors for 
two contributories really represented both of them in chambers, 
led to the issue, on the 19th of May, of what is to be cited as 
rule 1734 of the Companies Winding-up Rules. The rule pro- 
vides that ‘‘no creditor or contributory shall be entitled to 
attend any proceedings in chambers unless and until he has 
entered in a book, to be kept by the registrar for that purpose, 
his name and address, and the name and address of his solicitor 
(if any), and upon any change of his address or of his solicitor,” 
his new address, and the name and address of his new 
solicitor.” The new rule‘is not very happily worded. __ : 
The cases as to what words are sufficient to authorize the” 
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Jackson v. Rainford Coal Co. (44 W. R. 554; 1896, 2 Ch. 340). 
The memorandum of association was silent as to borrowing; 
but the articles authorized the company to borrow on mortgage 
of its freeholds and leaseholds, works, and “‘ other property and 
effects ” for the time being, or upon bonds or debenture notes 
of the company, or “in such other manner as the company may 
determine.” Mr. Justice Currry held that the uncalled capital 
could be pledged, and that even if the articles had been insuffi- 
dent for this purpose (and they would have been but for the 
words in italics), they might have been altered so as to enable 
the uncalled capital to be charged. 
After Re Standard Manufacturing Co. (39 W. R. 369; 1891, 1 
Oh. 627) the decision that 
@ deben j i 
seo Leichards v. Overseers of Kidderminster . ; , 
2 Oh. 212), which case and Re Marriage, Neave, §& Co, (45 W. R. 
42, W. N., 1896, 87, contain some valuable law on the subject 
of rates when a debenture-holders’ receiver is in ion, 

The effect of irregularity in the issue of debentures has 
received judicial attention in several cases. There are very few 

rted cases as to the notice to be imputed where two com- 
panies, with directorates composed wholly or partially of the 
same persons, deal with each other. Je Hampshire Land Co, (40 
Sorrcrrors’ JourNAL, 654; 1896, 2 Ch. 743) is, under the cir- 
cumstances, a contribution of no mean value, especially as in 
deciding it the court refused to impute notice, the effect of which 
would have worked manifest injustice. 

Robinson v. Montgomeryshire Brewery Co, (1896, 2 Ch. 841) is 
also a convenient decision, which shews that a person lending 
money on a debenture stock certificate need not inquire too 
closely as to the authority of the person whom the company has 
entrusted with the certificate for the purpose of raising money 
on it; and the decision of Mr. Justice Nort in Biggerstaffe 
vy. Rowatt’s Wharf (Lim.) 44 W. R. 586; 1896, 2 Ch. 93) is 
also in favour of borrowers dealing bond fide with a company 
the officers of which are acting irregularly. 

A note is enough to record the failure of the somewhat start- 
ling attempt to obtain priority over a previously-issued securit 
which was made in Smith v. English and Scottish Mercantile 
Investment Trust (40 Soxicrzors’ Journat, 717; W.N., 1896, 
86). A company had issued debenture stock purporting to be a 
first charge, and which gave a floating charge on all its assets. 
Afterwards it issued debentures also purporting to be a first 
charge and giving a similar floating security. It was contended 
that the debentures had priority over the stock; but it was 

{ held, with a solemnity that the case scarcely deserved, that the 
»stock had priority, whether the debenture-holders had notice of 
, its previous issue or not. 

The most important case as to debentures this year is 











Gaskill v. Gosling (1896, 1 Q. B. 669). This case was tried | ; 


before the Lord Chief Justice, and was affirmed on appeal 
by Lord Esner and Lord Justice Lorzs, Sir Jonn Ricry 
dissenting. Therefore, the only judge connected with the case 
who has had an equity training disagrees with the decision. 
Any lawyer glancing at the facts of the case will notice 
& curious resemblance in them to those of Cox v. Hickman 
(8 H. L. Cas. 268), in which it was decided that there was 


no agency and therefore no partnership. In Gaskill v. Gosling 


the company executed a trust deed mortgaging its business and 
property tosecure debentures. The trustees of the deed were two 
members of a banking firm which held all the debentures. The 
deed enabled the trustees in certain events to{appoint a receiver, 
who was to have power to carry on the business, the trust deed 
declaring that the receiver should be the agent of the company, 
which alone should be ‘liable for his acts and defaults. The 
trustees appointed a receiver, stipulating that all re 
received by him should be paid into an account with the = 
ing firm, and that cheques drawn by him should be counter- 
signed by the solicitor who had acted for the trustees. A 
compulsory winding-up order was soon afterwards made, and 
after the order the receiver, in carrying on the business, bought 
yoods from the plaintiffs. It was held that the trustees were 

ble as principals for the price of the goods. The net moneys 
received were to be applied according to section 24 of the Con- 
veyancing Act, 1881, and no doubt what was intended was to 


to expound successf 
* | In dealing, for instance, with the right of a father to the custody of 


making the receiver, as under a freehold the t of 
the mortgagor. This case will probably jeg ait 








REVIEWS. 
PARENT AND CHILD. 


THe Law or PARENT AND CHILD, GUARDIAN AND WARD, AND 
THE Ricuts, DuTrEs, AND LIABILITIES OF INFANTS; WITH THE 
PRACTICE OF THE HiGH CourT oF JUSTICE IN RELATION 
THERETO. By R. Storry Desans, Barrister-at-Law. Reeves & 
Turner. 


The law of parent and child is not ully. 
his children, the doctrines at common law and in eq' have to be 
carefully distinguished, and each jurisdiction presents ties of its 
own. Moreover, the right of the mother to the custody of the chil- 
shderod, hove bone inecvuciogly Seniguash tq epee Sighietions on 
si » have in i i islation, an’ 
the effect of the statutes has to be cousidered. Mr. Deans has made 
a thorough examination of this subject, and he presents the law in 
neat and readable form. The same qualities are observable in other 
parts of the book, as in the chapter on Guardian and Ward, where the 
various Classes of i are carefully described, and elsewhere 
there is a good account of the various steps which have been taken 
by the Legislature with a view to the protection of children. Within 
a small compass the book deals very satisfactorily with the chief 
points depending on infancy. 





BLACKSTONE’S ABRIDGED. 


THe STUDENT'S BLACKSTONE; BEING THE COMMENTARIES ON THE 
Laws OF ENGLAND oF Sirk WriiitaAmM BLacksTone, KNT. 
ABRIDGED AND ADAPTED TO THE PRESENT STATE OF THE LAW. 
TwELrru Epirron. By R. M. N. Kerr, M.A., Barrister-at-law. 
Reeves & Turner, 


This work retains the old law to be found in Blackstone, which is 
still historically useful, and at the same time incorporates the changes 
necessary to bring the law up to date. The present edition for 
instance, under the head of Municipal and Local Government Corpor- 
ations, gives an account of the Local Government Act, 1894, and of 
the district councils and parish councils and meetings which it 
created. It seems, however, to be a drawback that so little refer- 
ence is made to authorities. It may well be undesirable to incumber 
a book of this kind with a multi of references, but the statement 
of the law means little to the student unless he follows it up in the 
authorities, and be may fairly expect to find the leading cases 
indicated. Moreover, where the law is purely statute law it is some- 
times given without sufficient reference to the statute. The account 
of bills of exchange at p. 245 appears to give no indication that the 
law on the subject is now contained in Bills of Exchange Act, 
1882, and the procedure in bankru is detailed (p. 250) without 
any preliminary statement that it depends on the Act of 1883. We 

ial tenagies the hank would be made more useful to students if 
the editor gave fuller information as to such details. 





THE FACTORIES ACTS, 


Tue LAW RELATING TO FAcTORIES AND WORKSHOPS (INCLUDING 
LAUNDRIES AND Dooxs). Part I.: A Practica, GUIDE TO THE 
LaW AND ITs ADMINISTRATION. By May E. Apranam (one of 
Her Majesty’s Inspectors of Factories). Part II.: Tue Aors, 
witH NOTES, CONTAINING THE FacroRY AND WorRKSHOP ACTS, 
1878 To 1895; Tue Sop Hours Acrs, 1892 To 1895; THE 
Truck Acts, 1831 To 1867; Parts OF OTHER ACTS RELATING TO 
FACTORIES AND WorsHoPsS; ALL ORDERS MADE BY THE SEORE- 
TARY OF STATE UNDER THE Factory AND WorxksHor Acts; 
with EXPLANATORY Nores. B 
the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 
TAINING A FULL List oF SpPEcIAL RULES MADE FOR DANGEROUS 
EMPLOYMENTS, AND A COMPLETE InpEx To Born Parts. Eyre 
& Spottiswoode, 


The Factories Acts concern the interests of large classes of 

for whom it is of vital importance that the law should be simply and 
clearly stated. The principal Act is the Act of 1878, but are 
also the amending Acts of 1883 and 1891, and —— of 1895, and 
these have to be carefully compared before the 

to any particular case can be known. It is ly necessary, there- 
fore, to have a manual in which the law as a whole is considered 
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to the Jaw and its administration, is contributed by Miss Abraham, 
who has acquired the necessary experience as an inspector of fac- 
tories; while Part II., which has been compiled by Mr. Davies, gives 
the text of the Acts with explanatory notes. The appendix contains 
the rules for various special occupations, and the index has been 
prepared so as to enable employers of labour readily to find the 
requirements applicable to their own departments. The book should 
make the law clear alike to those who are engaged in its administra- 
tion and to employers who come under its obligations. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Local Government Act, 1894, with an Introduction, Appen- 
dix, and Index, forming an Epitome of the Law relating to Parish 
Councils, and shewing the Alterations in the Law relating to District 
Councils and Boards of Guardians. Third Edition. By ALEXANDER 
Macmorran, M.A., Q.C., and T. R. Cozrqunoun Dut, B.A., 

ister-at-Law. Shaw.& Sons. 


The Scottish Licensing Lews: a Digest of the Acts, Laws, and 
Practice regulating the Sale by Retail of Exciseahle Liquors in Scot- 
land, with Acts, Notes, and Introduction. By James Purvgs, 
8.8.C. Edinburgh: William Green & Sons. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
“MADE IN GERMANY.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—In reference to your article under this heading on the 
working of registration of titles in Germany, I should like to say 
that a short time back, being in Cassel, I was told by one of the 
judges that they had a system of registration there for the town and 
surrounding district, and I expressed a wish to see the Registry. 

_ He very kindly took me, and I found one fairly large room with 
six or seven clerks, who seemed to have little to do, and who 
obviously had sufficient leisure to attend promptly to any matter 
with which they might be favoured. 

I saw at once that no parallel whatever could be drawn between 
the state of business there conducted with that which undoubtedly 
exists in London and other busy centres in England. In a word, 
ee are altogsther different, V. I. CHAMBERLAIN. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHRISTMAS VACATION, 1896. 
Notice. 

There will be no sitting in Court during the Christmas Vacation. 

During Christmas Vacation :—All Applications which may require 
to be immediately or promptly heard, are to be made until Thursday, 
December 31st, to the Honourable Mr. Justice Chitty, and after 
that date, to the Honourable Mr. Justice Cave. 

Mr. Justice Chitty will act as Vacation Judge from Tuesday, 
December 22nd, to Monday, December 31st, both days inclusive. 
His lordship will sit in Queen's Bench Judges’ Chambers, on Tues- 
day, December 29th, and (if necessary), on Wednesday, Dece:nber 
30th. On other days, within the above period, applications in urgent 
matters may be made to his lordship by post or rail. 

Mr. Justice Cave will act as Vacation Judge from Friday, January 
Ist, to Saturday, January 9th, both days inclusive. His lordship 
will sit in Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Tuesday, January ith. 
On other days, within the above period, applications in urgent 
Chancery matters may be made to his lordship by post or personally 
in which latter case the applicant should proceed to Sutton by the 
London, Brighton, and South Coast Railway, and thence by cab to 
Woodmansterne. 

In any case of great urgency, the brief of counsel may be sent to 
the j by book-post or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office 
copies of the affidavits in support of the application, and also by a 
minute, on a separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order 
he may consider the applicant entitled to, and also an envelope 
— of receiving the papers, addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chancery 
Official Letter: To the Registrar in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ 
Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, London, W.C.” 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of 
the writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The address of the judge for the time being acting as Vacation 


judge can be obtained on application at Chancery Registrars’ Cham- 
iris Room 136. ppl 7 


The chambers of Mr. Justice North will be open for Vacation 
business only, from 11 to 2 on Thursday, December 24th; Tuesday, 
December 29th; Wednesday, December 30th; Thursday, December 
3lst; Friday, January Ist; Tuesday, January 5th; aud Wednesday, 
January 6th. ; 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


ATKINSON ». MORKIS. No.2. 2nd Dec. 


Wiutt—Revocation—Evipence—ADMIssIBILiry—STaTEMENTS Or TesTatary 
ArTER Date or WILL. 


The defendant, J. C. Morris, moved to set aside the verdict of the jurya 
the trial of tne action und the judgment of Barnos, J., in fsvour of the 
will of the testatrix, Mrs. Ann Keble Atkinson, dated the 8th of A’ 

1878. By her will the testatrix gave her residuary estate to x nephew 
her deceased husband, Chas. Thomas Atkinson, and appointed him ang 
his mother, Mrs. Emma Atkinson, executor aad executrix of it. They 
were the plaintiffs in the action, and propounded the will. The defen. 
dants, the next-of-kin of the testatrix, alleged that the will had beg 
revoked, and tendered evidence to the effect that the testatrix had toldg 
friend, Mrs. Lockyer, that she had executed her will in duplicate and hag 
destroyed one copy with the intention of revoking the will. The learned 
judge at the trial ruled that the evidence was inadmissible. ‘The will, 
which was admitted to probate, shewed that the testatrix had run her 
through her own signature and partly through that of one of the ati 
witnesses and had added this note: *‘ Null and void. A.K.A. T p 
injustice on the part of Mrs. Emma Atkinson and family from time t 
time.’’ The defendants appealed on the ground that the learned judge 
had misdirected the jury and had improperly rejected the evidence as 
above set out when tendered to him. 

Tue Court (Lord Russert or Kittowen, C.J., and Linpiey and A. 
Smiru, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Russe.1, O.J.—In this case we have to deal with the defendant's 
motion for a new trial on two grounds: (1) On the ground of misdirection 
of the jury; (2) on the ground that the learned judge improperly rejected 
evidence which he ought to have admitted as relevant to the issue. The 
case is a very peculiar one, and so far as they are necessary to be stated 
the facts are these. [His lordship stated the facts at length, and said 
that after letters of administration had been granted to the defendant, J. 
C. Morris, as next-of-kin, intimation was given him of the existence of a 
testamentary document, and that the enquiries resulted in the present 
plaintiffs propounding the will, which was admitted to probate. His 
lordship continued :—] ‘The document bears on the face of it the clearest 
indication that could be conveyed that the testatrix intended to nullify 
the will she had previously made. The court would be most anxious to 
carry out that intention if it could do so consistently with the rules of law, 
As to misdirection, it is clear that wherever a person who is himself bene- 
fited comes forward in support of that benefit, which he has himself pro- 
cured, the judge ought to warn the jury as to their duty in dealing with 
his evidence. The rule has been laid down again and again, but the 
evidence is not for that reason to be disregarded. I come to the concla- 
sion that, though I should have expressed myself more strongly than the 
learned judge did, there has not been any misdirection, and for this 
reason the jury came to their conclusion, having been warned adversely 
to the plaintiff, and upheld the will. On the second point, the law has 
laid down certain formalities to be observed in the execution of a will, 
and if they are not complied with the law steps in and the estateis 
distributed as in the case of intestacy. The statute,(the Wills Act) also 
prescribes the same formalities for the revocation of a will. It is clear, 
therefore, although the intention is clear, that the revocation was not ia 
writing, not in the form prescribed by the statute, and cannot be relied 
on as evidence of revocation. But it is said that it may be worked in 
other ways, by the physical destruction of the paper on which the will 
is written; and it has been decided that if the will is executed in dupli- 
cate according to the statute, and the possession of the duplicate is traced 
to the testator, and after his death it is discovered that the one has been 
destroyed or is missing, the destruction of one of the two parts would 
operate as the destruction of the will itself. . . . On the evidence the 
jury could only conclude that the will was not executed in duplicate, 
. . . Is the statement of the testatrix made after the execution of the} 
will that she did execute it in duplicate evidence? I say it is nob; 
the rules of evidence are narrower here than they are in many countries. 
The evidence pro} was hearsay evidence of a statement ex post facle 
of the testatrix lf. The case of Sugden v. Lord St. Leonards (4 
W. R. 860; 1 P. D. 154) goes further than other cases, and extends 
admissibility of evidence. I will only say we are bound by the decision 
on that point, but the extension is clearly fixed by that case; it was not 
approved by the House of Lords, but has not yet been overruled. I 
regard as authorities by which we are bound the cases of Doe v. Palmer (16 
Q. B. 747) and In the goods of Ripley (6 W. R. 460, 1 Sw. & T. 68), and” 
they do establish the rule that statements made by a testator are not 
admissible to prove the execution of the will by him. If they are not | 
admissible for the execution, is there any distinction between that and } 
revocation? I see none. I am sorry we cannot give effect to the clear 
intentions of the testatrix, aa Some that the learied judge in the court | 

low gave costs against the ts. We cannot interfere with that; 
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within the exceptions, which were perfectly well known. The principle 
as expounded had let in a great deal more evidence. They could not 
hold therefore judicially that the evidence was admissible. That being 
so, there was nothing wrong with the decision in point of law. The lady 
did intend to revoke her will, but she had not done so according 
to law. 

A. L. Ssrrn, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect, Appeal 
dismissed.—Counsex, Bayford, Q.C., and Barnard ; Inderwick. Q.C., and 
I. D. Powles. Soutcrrors, C. 7. Wilkinson, for Timbrell § Wilkinson, Strat- 
ford, E.; A. Hvnt, for Brown § Rooke, West Ham. 

{ Reported by W. Sxaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ROWLAND v. MICHELL. No. 2. 2nd Dec. 


Trape-Marxk—Dristinctive Device—Puorocraru or Invenron—Parents, 
Desens, AND Trapg-Marks Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 60) s. 10. 


* This was an appeal from a decision of Romer, J. (reported 40 Soxtcrrors’ 
JovrNaL, p. 636). The plaintiff, Mr. J. Rowland, of Southwark, London, a 
manufacturer of cough drops known as ‘‘ The Army and Navy Paregoric 
Cough Tablets,”’ claimed damages against the defendant for infringing his 
trade-mark, registered number 155,638, Class 42 (Confectionery), and for 
an injunction to restrain the defendant from wrongfully imitating the 
said trade-mark. The facts of the case were as follow:—The mark on 
the tablet was an oval ring enclosing a photograph of the plaintiff, with 
the words ‘‘ Rowland’s Army and Navy Paregoric Tablets,”’ A man 
named George Hoskins was another maker of the ‘“‘ tablets,’”’ and sold 
“ Army and Navy Paregoric Tablets’’ in wrappers and with a get-up so 
recembling the plaiutiff’s that it was difficult to distinguish them. The 
plaintiff 1n 1892 threatened to bring an action against Hoskins to restrain 
the sale, but as he himself was, as he said, worried by domestic troubles, 
and Hoskins was not in good circumstances, he refrained from bringing 
it. In 1895 Hoskins cold his business to the defendant, against whom 
the plaintiff brought the present action. The defendant applied by 
motion to expunge the plaintiff’s trade-mark, on the ground that the 
photograph of an individual was not the proper subject of a trade-mark, 
and was not a “‘ distinctive device’’ within the meaning of section 10 (c) 
of the Patents, Designs, &c., Act, 1888. The defendant also alleged 
acquiescence on the part of the plaintiff. Romer, J., at the trial held 
that the plaintiff's photograph was a valid trade-mark. He dismissed with 
costs the defendant’s motion to expunge, and overruled the defence of 

uiescence. He also granted the plaintiff an injunction restraining the 
defendant from using wrappers such as might be calculated to deceive the 
public. The defendant appealed. 

Tur Court (Lord Russeii or Kittowen, C.J., and Liypuey and A. L. 
Surru, L.JJ.), dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Russet1, O.J., said that the defendant raised three points in his 
defence : (1) That the plaintiff's device was not a distinctive trade-mark 
atall; (2) that he was not entitled to relief on the ground of acquies- 
cence ; (3) that he had been guilty of such misconduct as to disentitle 
him to relief from the court. His lordship thought that the trade-mark 
was a “ distinctive device’’ within the meaning of section 10 of the Act, 
and he could not improve upon the way in which Romer, J., had dealt 
with the point in the court below. Similarly the defendant could not 
succeed on his other points, the result being that the appeal must be 
dismissed with costs. 

Liypiey, L.J., said that he did not see why the photograph of a 
particular face should not be a distinctive trade-mark, provided it was not 
in common use in the trade. The court must be careful not to render the 
Act useless by narrowing down its meaning. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., agreed. Appeal dismissed.—Counsen, Oswald, Q.C., 
and Edmondson; Eve, QC., and J. M. Gover. Soxicrrors, C. E. Oscar 
Watker ; C. § E. Woodroffe. 

[Reported by W. Suattcross Gopparp, Barrister-gt-law.! 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re BOYS, BOYS ». HARDY. Chitty, J. 9th Dee. 


Witt—Consrruction—Discertionary Trust—MAtnrenance or Lunatic 
Bengrictany—Rervusat to Apriy Txust Funps ror MatnrEeNnance. 


Summons. This was an application by the plaintiff, a ee of un- 
sound mind, under the direction of the Tunacy authorities, in relation to the 
“ exerciee Of & power contained in the will of Ths Plaintiff's sister. By the 
will, which was dated in 1895, the testatrix gave the residue of her estate 
to the plaintiff aud the defendant Hardy, upon trust for sale and conver- 
sion, and to hold the trust funds upon trust during the life of the plaintiff 
“either to pay to or allow to be received by” the plainti® ‘the whole or 
such part of the income thereof as my trustees or trustee shall in their or 
his discretion think fit or shall apply the whole or such part of the said income 
as shall not be paid or received as aforesaid, or such part of such last- 
mentioned part as my trustees or trustee sball in their discretion think fit 
for the maintenance ”’ of the plaintiff, and the testatrix directed accumula- 
tion for a period of the surplus income by way of addition to the capital of 
the trust funds with power to resort to the accumulations for the plaintiff's 
maintenance, and subject to the trusts aforesaid declared certain other trusts 
of the funds. ‘The will provided that in case of the plaintiff being in- 
j¢apable to act, all the powers of the will should be exercisable by the 
other trustees or trustee for the time being during the plaintiff's life in 
the same manner as if he had not been appointed a trustee. By an order 
in lunacy made in January, 1896, a pe oir Onerree 
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plaintiff’s income being insufficient for his maintenance, application was 
made to the defendants to apply the whole or part of the of the 
testatrix’s estate for the p , but with the exception that they allowed 
him the use of her house an . refused maintenance out of 
the estate. The defendants gave reasons the refusal, and stated in 
their evidence how they intended to exercise the discretion given them by 
the will. The chief reasons were the plaintiff’s mental condition, and what 
the defendants believed to be the wishes of the testatrix and of the plain 
tiff. The questions raised were whether the defendants’ refusal was justi~ 
fied and whether the reasons alleged were proper. 

eee J., said that there Rho uestion as to the ow. = 
this power. The power was li t i v. Gisborne . R. 
516, 2 App. Cas. 300), and the reasoning of Riss in that case applied, 
The trustees had not refused to se their discretion, and said that 
they had exercised it in a reasonable manner. There was no charge of 
mala fides against them, and, as Lord Cairns said of the trustees in Gisborne 
v Gisborne, ‘‘ their discretion and authority, always supposing there is no 
mala fides with regard to its exercise, is to be without any check or con~- 
trol from any superior tribunal’ (2 App. Cas., at p. 305). It was said 
that the trustees had acted so unreasonably that the court ought to inter- 
fere, on the ground that they must be acting in bad faith—technical bad 
faith was the phrase used at the bar. The answ there was no 


saan thing as technical bad faith, ” Hie Tordahip: wax only” at TOorey To 
exal S to the extent required to see if there was 
bad faith or not, and he thought there was not. To examine them fur- 
ther would be to substitute the court’s discretion for the trustees’ discre- j 


tion, and that would take away the trustees’ discretion. The plaintiff's 


application therefore failed, and there would be a declaration similar to 
that in Gisborne vy. Gisborne, and also a ie endauts’ 
mo 5S wore no! C ntertere.— 
Cotnsei, Byrne, Q.C., ae pitt. ~ So.icrrors, 
Herbert H. Boorne ; 
[Reported by J. F. Waxey, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re LOANDA GAS CO. (LIM.). North, J. 5th Nov. 
Memoranpum or Assocration—Atteration—53 & 54 Vicr. c. 62. 


The memorandum of association of the Loanda Gas Co. gave it 
power, inter alia, to supply electricity, to act as bankers and financial 
agents, and to construct tramways. It was desired to register the § 
company in Portugal, but this could not be done unless the memorandum 
was modified. This petition was accordingly ted under section 

2 (5) (e) of the Memorandum of Association Act, 1890, by which the court 
has power to confirm an alteration to restrict or abandon any of the 
objects specified in the memorandum of association or deed of settlement. 
The objects of the company was'to acquire concessions in Loanda in -- 
Africa, in Portuguese territory. The company would have no legal status 
in Portugal unless registered there, but electricity is a government 
monopoly, and no company is allowed to hold a tramway line for more than 
ten years and under severe restrictions. Special resolutions had been duly 
passed and confirmed on the 8th and 26th of April, 1896. A new law as to 
the registration of foreign companies in Pi was passed in April, which 
was the reason the application wasonly now made. The alterations were such 
as the Portuguese adviser of the company said would enable the company 
to be registered in Portugal. The power to act as agent, bankers, &c., 
was struck out altogether, and ‘ subject to the laws for the time being in 
force in Portugal,’’ was inserted at several places in the memorandum. 
The evidence in support was that of the company’s Portuguese legal 
adviser. The only creditors were debenture holders. 

Nonru, J., made the order asked, and said that further advertisement 
was, under the circumstances, unnecessary.—Counsen, Stewart Smith. 
Souicrtor, F. 7. Hargraves. 

| Reported by G. B. Haururox, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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GOLD REEFS OF WESTERN eee v. DAWSON. North, J. 
8th . 


Practics—Person MADE Party to Action wirnout AutHorrry—Drscon- 
TINUANCE op Action—R, 8. 0., Onn. 26, x. J. 


Motion by a company to strike out in the action, 
on the grou rT) no authority to company a 
party, and that the solicitors t be ordered to pay costs 
incurred. Since the notice of motion been given notice of discontinuance 
of the action had been given, and the solicitors now took the objection that 
as the action was gone the court had no jurisdiction to make the order. 
The action had been commenced in the name of th two 















g PP ates nine 
miade and he ssed, and the plaintiffs ordered to pa, costs. 
- wer outing to the notice of the company the present motion was 

inched. 

Nontn, J., held that as the rules made no special provision on the 
point, the old practice in Chaneery prevailed, according to which such a 
motion could be mage after of a bill, and that therefore the court 


hed jurisdiction.—Counsut, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Duka; Kenyon 
Parker. Soxtcrrons, Gover § Chiles; Wyatt Digby § Co. 
[ Reported by R, Si.em, Barrister-at-Law.) 


PALMER v. RICOH. Stirling, J. 27th Oct., 9th Dec. 


Jomt Tenancy — Frernoips— Leassuoups— SEVERANCE ON 
Leases py Onz Joint Txwant AND Husnanp or Ornen Jormr Tenant 








a> —Htrort: ai 
appointed a trustee of the testatrix’s 


Special case. The facts were as follow. In 1854 Thomas Palmer 
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executed a voluntary conveyance of certain freeholds to his oo 
Ellen Palmer and the plaintiff as joint tenants. In 1856 some leaseholds 
were bought for £500 and also assigned to the plaintiff and Ellen Palmer 
as joint tenants. This £500 was provided by Thomas Palmer. Ellen 
Palmer, in 1859, married Augustus Greenhead. Soon after this marriage 
Thomas Palmer died. In 1889 Ellen Greenhead and the plaintiff pur- 
chased certain Jeaseholds for £600 which was provided by them in equal 
shares. There leaseholds were assigned to them as joint tenants though 


tenants in common. The plaintiff, her sister, and brother-in-law all 
lived together in one of the leasehold houses. Leases of the other property 
were granted by the plaintiff and her brother-in-law, and the rents were 
received by the latter on behalf of the plaintiff and his own wife. Ellen 
Greenhead died in August, 1895, and her husband in October of the same 


year. The delendants were the three co-heiresses and sole -of-kin of 
A. J. Greenbead, and one of tam wa aro the legal personal representa- 
tiveor Ellen Greenhead and A. J. Gr tat: 

a, J.—The first question is whether the marriage in itself 
effected a severance of the joint tenancy. As regards the leaseholds, the 
law, as laid down in Coke on Littleton 1854, 35la, Bracebridge v. Cook 


(Plowden 416), and recently im Butler's Trusts (38 Ch. D. 286), is plain 
that it does not create a severance. But it is said that there is no 


Z the purchase-money was raised out of the eale of lands of which they were 





_. statement of the law and no decision that marriage does not effect a 


severance of a joint tenancy in fee. I cannot, however, bring myself to 
doubt that the law was the same in Lord Coke’s time and has been so 

I arrive at this conclusion from the notes on Curtesy in Coke on 
— Littleton at 30a and 183«. It further appears to me that the statements 
of the law of curtesy to be found in — on Husband and Wife, at p. 12, 
and Williams on Real Property, 7th @d-, p. 251, are inconsistent with the 
view that marriage in itself converts a joint tenancy into a tenancy in 
common. The next question is whether the leases effect a severance of the 
joint tenancy. The law as to severance by alienation by one of two 
joint tenants is to be found in Littleton, section 292, and Coke’s 
note 188) thereon. Coke, however, at 288 shews that where the 
alienation is by the two joint tenants or persons claiming wnder 
them the result may be different. Here we have a lease granted by 
the husband of one joint tenant, and the other joint tenant reserving 
rights to them, and I think that the grant of such a lease did not effect a 
severance. It is then said that the fact that the husband received the 


rents is a dealing with the property which shews an intention to effect “4 


severance of the joint tenancy, and reliance is placed on Williams v. Hens- 
man (1 J. & H. 546, 10 W. R. Dig. 27). All I can say is, that that is not 
@ necessary result of the facts which have been stated It is then said 
that the case is different as to the land which was purchased by the two 
daughters after their father’s death, and that the purchase-money having 
been derived from the sale of property.of which they were tenants in com 
mon, it ought to be cesinnall that this land was conveyed to them as 
tenants incommon. The rule is laid down in i v. Preston (4 Kay & 
Johnion, at p. 510, 6 W. R. Dig. 87), that where pufchase-money is 
ilene in unequal shares a tenancy in common is created, but where 
it is advanced in equal shares a joint tenancy. No doubt under 
ces that rule may not apply, and in fact it was held not toapply 
in that case. It seems to me, however, that in the present case the general 
rule applies, and that there is nothing in the circumstances to shew that 
this property should be treated as having been conveyed to the purchasers 
as tenants in common.—Counset, 7. 4. Nash; Rowden. Sotacrrors, 
Collins § Cook. 
{Reported by J. I, Stmaiixe, Barrister-at-Law.] 


_ WELSON v. ANGLO-AMERICAN LAND CO. Stirling, J. 23rd Nov. 


Company—Recister or Mortcacrs—Ricut or A Orepiror or THE Com- 
PANY TO INspEcT AND Take Copres—25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89, s. 43. 


This case raised the question whether a creditor of a company registered 
under the ees Act, 1862, is entitled not only to inspect, but also to 
take copies of the register of mortgages and charges, which by section 43 
of that Act is directed to be kept. The plaintiff was the holder of a 
debenture issued by the company, the principal money whereof fell due in 
the year 1894. The company were not then in a position to repay such 
principal, and entered into a scheme under the Joint Stock Companies 
Acts, hyo Per principal moneys were to be payable by certain instal- 
ments. During the course of the present year 1896 the plaintiff, becoming 
diseatiefied with the position of the company, was desirous of obtaining 
information as to the holders of other debentures of the company, and 
with that object he sought inspection of the register kept as above men- 
tioned under section 43. He was allowed by the company to inspect the 
register, but the company refused to permit him to take copies of any of 
the entries therein, and he accordingly brought the present action, asking 
for an injunction to restrain the company from preventing him inspecting 
and taking copies of such register. Section 43 of the Act of 1862. so far 
as it is material, is as follows : ‘‘ Every limited company under this Act 
shall keep a register of all mortgages and charges specifically affecting 
et Sed the company, and shall enter in suco register in respect of 

mortgage or charge a short description of the property mortgaged or 
charged, the amount of charge created, and the names of the mortgagees 
Or petsons entitled to such charge. . . . The register of mortgages 
required by this section shall be open to inspection by any creditor or 
member of the Spumayarg at all reasonable times ; and if such inspection is 
refused, any officer of the company refusing the same, and every director 
and manager of the company authorizing or knowingly or wilfully per- 
mitting such refusal, shall incur a penalty not exceeding five pounds, and 
a further penalty not ex two pounds per day during which such 
refusal continues; and in addition to the above penalty as respects com- 
panies registered in England and Ireland, any judge sitting in chambers 


or the Vice- Warden of the Stannaries, in the case of companies subject to 
his jurisdiction, may by order compel au immediate inspection of the 
ster 


Gy J.—In the course of his judgment, said that the law on the 
subject had been considered in the case of Multer v. Eastern & Midlands 
Railway Co. (36 W. R. 401, 38 Ch. D. 92), acase on the Companies Clauses 
Acts, 1845 and 1863, where it was held both oy Chitty, J., and the Court 
of Appeal that a right to inspect also included the right to take copies, 
The effect of that case was in his lordship’s — this, thata right to 
inspect prima facie carries with it a right to e copies. In the present 
case there was nothing to exclude this primd facie right, and therefore the 
plaintiff was entitled to the relief for which he asked.—CounseL, Buckley, 
Q.C., and Younger ; Hastings, QC., and A. James. Soxscrrors, Henry 
Smith ; Dale, Newman, § Hood, 
[Reported by W. Scorr Tuomesoy, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
THOMAS v. HODGENS. Div. Court. 7th Dec. 


Country Court — Pracrice—Remirrep Action — Counter-cLam — Waex 
Notice or A Derence Must ne Grven—Orp. 10, rz. 10 ann 11; Orp, 
33, n. 2, or THE County Covrt Russ. 

Appeal from the decision of the learned county court judge at Swansea, 
In the action, which was heard in the High Court, the plaintiff sought to 
recover da in tort for malicious prosecution. The defendant in the 
action Ames by way of counter-claim to the damages claimed, that the 
plaintiff was indebted to him in the sum of £69 for goods sold and 
delivered. The plaintiff in his pleadings admitted the counter-claim, and 
in the result the jury returned a verdict for the laintiff, and assessed the 
damages at £150, and the learned judge ente judgment accordingly, 
with costs. A week afterwards the defendant prosecuted in the county 
court his counter-claim with a view of deducting the amount admitted as 
being due as a set-off aquest the amount of damages awarded the plain. 
tiff in the action. The learned county court judge dismissed to counter. 
claim, making this entry on his notes: ‘‘ It is no claim, because no notice 
was given.”” He also expressed his opinion that the defendant in the 
action—bankruptcy having intervened—must prove as a creditor against 
the estate of the plaintiff, and that he was not entitled to set off the 
amount of his counter-claim the damages recovered by the Leyes 
tiff and thus take advan of his own wrongful act to place himself ina 
better position than the other creditors. From this decision the defen- 
dant appealed. The question for the opinion of the High Cvurt was 
whether the learned couaty court judge was right in law in striking out 
the counter-claim on the facts then before him, on the sole ground, 
as appeared from his notes, that no notice as required by order 10 of the 
County Court Rules had been given in the county court of the defence of 
a counter-claim. Ord. 10, r. 10 (special defences), directs that where the 
defendant intends to rely upon any of the defences mentioned in the rules 
of that order or upon any counter-claim he must file a notice, ther 
with a concise statement of such grounds of defence, five clear days before 
the returnday. Rule 11 of the same order directs that where the defen- 
dant intends to rely upon a set-off or counter-claim against any of the 
claims of the plaintiff his statement shall contain particulars of such set- 
off or counter-claim. Ord. 33, r. 2 (actions or matters remitted from the 
High Court), provides that no notice of defence under ord. 10, rr. 10 and 
11, shall be required where the statement of defence has been delivered in 
the High Court. After the pleadiogs were closed the plaintiff because 
bankrupt, and it was after that date that the remission to the county 
court took place. For the appellant it was contended that, having regard 
to the fact that on the face of the pleadings ;in the High Court the plain- 
tiff had admitted the counter-claim pleaded as a defence to the action, 
the learned county court judge was wrong in holding that under rules 10 
and 11 of order 10 the defendant must Bee notice of his intention to 
plead that defence on the case being remitted to the county court. Order 
33 was at variance with order 10 in this t, and he submitted that 
order 10 did not apply. The object of the rules was to give notice to the 
other side of the jal they had to meet. In the present instance the: 
had received that notice from the pleadings delive e High Court. 
[Wiuis, J—Why did not the judge at the trial add this defence P} «At 
the time of the trial the defendant was not shut out by the bankruptcy 
which intervened after the pleadings were closed. [Wi1s, J.—To whom 
would the damages be paid—to the plaintiff personaily or to his trustee ?] 
The damages being recovered by an action founded upon tort the amount 
recovered would not go tothe bankrupt’s estate but to the plaintiff per- 
sonally, and therefore the fenton. yh eneesoees in this appeal, would 
not be taking any advan over the other c rs. od 

Tue Court (Wants iol Worse, JJ.) expressed their opinion that the 
divergence in the wording of ord. 10, r. 10, and ord. 33, r. 2, was unin- 
tentional on the part of the Legislature. The county court judge was 
right in the {conclusion he had arrived at, but they considered that he 
ought to have arrived at that conclusion from the facts of the case alone, 
He appeared, however, to have based his decision on the erroneous 
assumption that the appellant had failed to comply with a technical rule ; 
requiring notice. In their opinion that rule did not apply to the present 
case. The appeal must accordingly be dismissed.—CounszL, §. 7. Evans; — 
W.D. Benson. Soxtscrrors, Richard White for both H. Wilson Paton and ~ 
Davis § Ingram, Swansea. 

[Reported by Exsxixe Rar, Barrister-at-Law.] _ 
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T1oN OF Procesprnas—Lorp’s-pay Orservance Act, 1676 (29 Car. 2, 
c. 7), 8: 1—Amenpment Act, 1871 (34 & 35 Vicr. c. 87), 8. 1. 


This case involved questions under the Lord’s-day Observance Act, 
1676, and the amen Act, 1871. The appellant was prosecuted under 
section 1 of the Act of 1676, which enacts inter alia that ‘‘ no tradesman, 
artificer, workman, labourer, or other person whatsoever, shall do or exer- 
cise any worldly labour, business, or work of their ordinary calling upou 
the Lord’s-day or any part thereof (works of necessity and charity only 
excepted).’” Section 4 provides that ns are not to be prosecuted under 
the Act except within ten days after the offence. It was proved that the 
appellant was a barber, and that on Sunday, the 5th of July, he shaved 
customers between the hours of 10.30 a.m. and 12.30 p.m., and that 
between the same hours he sold a newspaper. The magistrate found that 
the appellant was exercising his o: calling, and convicted him. By 
the amending Act, 1871, it is enacted that no prosecution or other pro- 
ceeding shall be “‘ instituted ’’ any nm under the Act of 1676, 
‘except by or with the consent in writing of the chief officer of police of 
the police district in which the offence is committed, or with the consent 
in writing of two justices of the peace or a stipendiary magistrate having 
jurisdiction in the place where such offence is committed.” Before the 
information was laid the consent of the chief constable of the district was 
asked, and was given verbally. On the 6th of July the information was 
laid, and on the same day a summons was . On the following day 
consent in writing was given which dated back to the 6th of July. The 
summons was afterwards served on the a; t. One of the contentions 
of the appellant was that the Act of 1871, s. 1, had not been compli 
with. On behalf of the respondent it was contended ‘nat proc 
were not “ instituted ” against a person under the Act until the service of 
the summons u him, and that, therefore, the consent in writing of 
the chief constable was obtained in time. Ditcher v. Denison (11 Moore’s 
P. C. 324) and Yates v. Reg. (14 Q. B. D., at p. 661) were referred to. 

Tue Oovrt (Wiis and Wricut, JJ.) allowed the appeal, on the 
ground that the —— were not instituted with the consent in 
writing of the chief constable. 

Wuts, J,, said that, looking at the Act of 1871, it was clear that pro- 
ceedings could be instituted by the chief constable. All he could do was 
to lay an information. He could not issue the summons or serve it. That 

inted to the fact that by the institution of proceedings was meant the 

ying of the information, 

Waiout, J., concurred.—Counset, Brook Little; Danckwerts. Soxtct- 
Tors, Gampion § Simmons, for A. M. Wilson, Sheffield; Aldous §¢ Walford. 


[Reported by C. G, Witeranam, Barrister-at-Law.] 


APPLEYARD ». LAMBETH VESTRY. Hawkins, J. 31st Oct. and 
28th Nov. 


Merropours MaNAGement—Drarx orn Sswea—Comprnep Drain Con- 
STRUCTED BEFORE 1848—Liapniuity or Vestry TO Repair. 


In this action the plaintiff claimed against the defendants a mandamus 
commanding them, pursuant to sections 69, 71, and 72 of the Metropolis 
Management Act, 1855, and other Acts, to repair, cleanse, and maintain 
the pipes or sewers which carry the drainage of: Nos. 85, 87, 89, and 91, 
York-road, Lambeth, in the county of Surrey, from ‘‘ the point at which 
the drainage of more than one house is received into such sewers up to the 
point of discharge into the main sewer in York-road.’? The plaintiff 
also claimed a declaration that such pipes or sewers are ‘“* sewers’’ within 
the meaning of the said Acts, and vested in*the defendants. The facts 
of the case, as set out in the judgment, are as follows: On the 20th of 
December, 1838, one Saunders, the freeholder, ted a building lease 
to Messrs. Grissel & Peto of a piece of land mm York-road, Lambeth. 
On this piece of land Messrs. Grissel & Peto erected the four houses 
adjoining each other, Nos. 85, 87, 89, and 91, York-road, which were 
finished and — in the year 1839 or 1840, each being let to and 
occupied by a different person as a separate tenement. Each of these 
houses, and at least two others, Nos. 8 and 9, Addin 
property of a different owner, were, and still are, by pipes laid 
for draining the whole six houses by a combined o; tion, Nos. 85 and 87, 
York-road and 8 and 9, Addington-crescent into a branch pipe 
about 9in. internal diameter. This pipe discharges its contents into 
another brick barrel drain, about 12in. internal diameter, into which the 
drainage of Nos. 89 and 91 is first drained. The whole drainage of the 
six houses is then conveyed for a distance of 48ft. to 50ft., through the barrel 
drain down to and into and is carried away by the main sewer which runs 
along York-road at right angles witb the barrel drain. The whole of this 
drainage system, with the exception of so much as is contiguous to Nos. 
8 and 9, Addington-cresent, was co’ on the land of the owner of 
the four houses in York-road until the barrel drain reaches the York-road, 
and it was so constructed at the same time as the houses were built; 
indeed, it was formally admitted by the defendants that ‘‘ the t 
system of combined drainage of the said houses has existed from 
of the erection of the said houses.’”” The land so leased to Grissel and 
Peto, with the said houses built thereon, isnow vested in the 
z term Parga 8 not expire until Pepe ea 1923. On a 

ovember, , the sanitary inspector o! vestry served on the plain- 
tiff a notice that the drainage was defective, and on the 13th of January, 
1896, a further notice to reconstruct it in accordance with the bye-laws 
thevestry. The drainage was, in fact, defective, 
re-made. The plaintiff denied his contending 
were themselves liable, and on the 20th of March, by notice in writing, 
he required the v: (the defendants) to do the necessary work. 
declined to do so. ereupon this action was During 
argument the following cases were cited: Vestry of St. Leonard’s, Shore 
ditch v. Phelan (44 W. R. 427; 1896, 1 Q. B. 533), Kershaw v. 


-creecent, the 


W. R. 28; 1895, 2 Q. B. 208 
(44 W. R. 559; 1896, 2 
Hawkins, J., in gi 


g 
& 
al 


the 

structed before 1856, and by the order or with the sanction of 
politan Commissioners of Sewers, or, since that time, of the 
was po trace, however, of such order or sanction, and he f 
that none existed. The local Commissioners of Sewers 
nen, aie ee ee eae a 
were a totally body, whose existence terminated 

litan Commissioners were constituted by the Act . 

was of opinion that the conduit in question was a ‘‘ sewer”’ 
by the vestry. The cases cited confirmed this view. There there 
See Be Sonne Se ae for the mandamus and a declaration as 
prayed for, with costs. UNSEL, MeCall, Q.C., and Morton Smith ; Tinda 
mh Mackensie. Soxicrrors, Venn ¢ Woodcock ; Miller, 

eu. , 
. (Reported by £. G, Sriutwat, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re STOCK, Ex parte AMOS. bay Williams and Wright, JJ. 
27th Nov. 

Bankruptcy —Composition Dezsp—Powsr or Svurvivine Trvusrsx To 
Dererming Desp—Revivat or Ricuts or Oxeprrors—Srarvurs or Lit. 
rations (21 Jac. 1, c. 16). 

This was an appeal against a decision of His Honour Judge Austin in 
the Bristol County Court, whereby he admitted the respon 
oo ee a oon bee the 11th 
of July, 1881, Stock, the bankru under 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. His creditors met ry the 8th of August, 
and to a composition of 5s. in 


proved in 
appeal, but His Honour 


appealed. The court dismissed the appeal, without calling upon counsel 

for the respondents. 
Vavouan Wriu1aMs, J., held that the existence of the deed none 
have sued or proved against 


of the creditors who had assented to it 
the bankrupt, but 2 ng as if 



















NS TSESHDODGCULE harera © @NLiucu n nTrOO) Tete 
Wricnat, J., .—Counsan, E. Cooper Willis, Q.C.; 
Mackenzie. So.icrrors, Chester ¢ Co. ; Whites ¢ Co., for Press, Inskip, § 
Press, Bristol. 
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[Reported by P. M. Francxe, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re SIM8, Ex parte SHEFFIELD v. PRINCE. Vaughan Williams, J. 16th 
Nov., 1st Dec. 


Banxruprcy—Avorance or Votuntary Saerrtement—Ricut or Sarrie- 
ment TRusTEgs TO SuRPLUs or Serruep Property Arter Payment or 
Dests 1x Furt—Banxeavrrcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), 8, 


47 (1). 
This was a motion by the trustee in the bankruptcy 
thin two years . 


settlement made by the bankrup 
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that the surplus would revert to the trustees of the settlement. His Jord- 
bip he settlement gainst the trustee pkrup OD 
2 nt truste 







i 8 of their amount.— 
' Herbert Reed, Q.C., and Ashton Cross; Wibton; Muir Mackensie. 
Soxicrrons, Rogers, Hartley, § Bastard ; H. Stanley-Jones ; Prince § Co. 
[Reported by P. M. Fraxcxt, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re HANBURY, WHITTING, & CO. Stirling, J. 4th Dec. 


Souicrror anp Curent—Recerer ror Documents rs Hanps or So1icrtor— 
Extsznr or Souicrror’s Lign—Unpertakine To Return Documents. 


This was a motion on behalf of Mr. E. O. Hanbury, a former client of 
respondents, asking for the delivery up of certain papers belonging 
to him on which the respondents claimed a lien. The usual order for 
taxation had been made on the 15th of September, 1896. The respondents 
upon that delivered certain bills of costs showing a balance of £9 15s. 6d. 
due tothem. An application was then made to them for the papers in 
on. On the 17th of November the respondents wrote to their 
solicitor, Mr. G. B. Crook: ‘‘ It appears to us you have to 
send us the balance on the account. On receipt of this we will have the 
documents and — in our possession belonging to Mr. E. O. Hanbury 
looked up and ded to you in due course and with all reasonable 
dispatch. We presume you will desire to have a schedule of them, and 
as the — we have are numerous and in different parts of the office, it 
will inevitably take some time to get them ready.” On the 16th of 
November Mr. Crook replied, enclosing a cheque for £9 15s. 6d. and 
stating that he did not desire a schedule, and that at any rate he would 
like certain papers which he specified sent to him at once. On the 17th 
of November the r mdents wrote back: ‘‘ We have to acknowledge 
our letter of the 16th of November enclosing your cheque for £9 15s. 6d. 
of our account with Mr. E. O. Hanbury, but stating that it is 
not ‘ as a balance of the account or in settlement of it, but as an account 
claimed by you before handing over the papers.’ Having regard to this 
statement we must decline to accept the cheque, and herewith return it. 
As stated in our last letter, the balance of the account has to be settled 
before handing over any papers.’? Upon: this the present motion was 
brought. The various points raised on behalf of the respondents are 
sufficiently dealt with in the judgment. 

Srmume, J.—Having regard to the letter of the 17th of November, I 
think that the solicitors took up a wrong ground. The present solicitor 
made an offer under protest and sent a cheque. The technical objec- 
tion has been raised tnat the balance was not paid in cash, but it seems 
to me that they were wrong in refusing to take the cheque. Now, the 
question is, What is the jurisdiction which the court exercises in such 
matters? From the rule laid down by Chitty, J., in Re Galland (34 W. R. 
158, 31 C. D. 296) it is clear that it is a matter of discretion. Now, the 
solicitors say that, subject to a schedule being made, they are willing to 
hand over the documents in question, but that the present solicitor has 
refused a schedule before the motion, and they claim that a schedule 
should be made. I think that there was an offer of a schedule for the 
use of the new solicitor, and he declined it. It seems to me that all the 
old solicitors are entitled to is to have a list prepared of the documents 
handed over, and a proper receipt for the same, so that if any question 
su tly arises they may be protected. I think such a receipt has 
never refused. They next ask for an undertaking by the client and 
his new solicitor to return the papers in the event of anything being 
found due upon taxation to them from the client. With regard to this I 
will follow the order made by Lord Westbury in Re Bevan & Whitting (13 
W. R. Dig. 85. 33 Beav. 437), which is referred to in Re Faithfull (16 
W. R. Dig. 12, 6 Eq. 328), and hold that the undertaking ought to be 
given. The next claim is that the solicitors are entitled to a lien for the 
costs of certain proceedings in the Queen’s Bench Division, the object of 
which was to obtain the release of Mr. Hanbury from detention. The 
Seas § MEW those proceedings, and the question is, Can those costs 
be incl in their lien? It seems to me they cannot. Those costs were 
not due to them as the advisers of their client, but were incurred 
in resisting a claim by the client to be released. The law as to the 
extent of a solicitor’s lien has been laid down by the Court of A = in 
the recent case of Re Taylor (39 W. R. 417; 1891, 1 Ch. 590), a think 
that the claim fails so far as it affects those costs. Then a claim was 
made at the bar that a sum should be paid into court to answer the costs 
of taxation. I think they are eniitled to that, and I order £100 to be 
paid into court to answer those costs. Lastly, as to the costs of this 
motion, I think these have been incurred by reason of the wrong position 
taken up by the solicitors, and I will follow the example of Lord Romilly in 
Bevan v. Whitting, and direct that these costs shall be paid by the solicitors. 
—CounseL, Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Carson; Buckley Q.C., and Methold, 
Soxicrtons, G. B. Crook; Hanbury, Whitting, § Nicholson. 


[Reported by J. I. Srintisc, Barrister-at-Law. | 
Re McMURDO, PENFIELD o. McMURDO. North, J. 9th Dec. 
Practice—Brit or Costs—Inrerest —ADMINISTRATION ACTION. 
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was made on the 25th of July, 1889. The estate was insolvent, and in the 
course of the p i the question having arisen as to whom the 
solicitors should deliver their of costs, the chief clerk with the consent 
of all parties directed them to deliver it to the. solicitor of the plaintiff 
who had the conduct of the proceedings. The.pill was so delivered, and 
had been taxed. The contention for the solicitors was based on rule 7 
of the General Orders made under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, 
which says (inter alia): ‘‘ A solicitor may charge interest on his 
disbursements and costs . . . from the expiration of one month from 
demand by the client. And in cases where the same are payable by an 
infant or out of a fund not presently available such demand may be made 
on the parent or guardian or the trustee or other person liable.” 

Nortu, J., held that ordinarily delivery of the bill constituted a 
sufficient demand within the meaning of the rule. In the present case 
the testator was liable, but the person liable for debts of the testator is the 
executrix, and the executrix came within the meaning of the words “ or 
other person liable’? in rule 7. The executrix was not less liable to pay 
because there was an administration suit. The solicitors were not entitled 
to interest because the bill although delivered was not delivered to the 
person liable, and delivery was not made in such a way as to amount to a 
demand on the person liable.—Counsei, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Eustace 
Smith ; Eastwick. Soxicrrors, Hurford § Taylor ; E. F. B. Harston. 


{Reported by R. 8r.eM, Barrister-at-Law. | 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY OF LIVERPOOL. 


The sixty-ninth annual general meeting of this society was held on the 
25th ult., the president (Mr. John Lawrence) in the chair. 

The notice convening the meeting, together with the annual report 
of the committee and the honorary treasurer’s accounts, having been taken 
as ’ 
The Prxsipent delivered an address, in the course of which he said: At 
the outset let me congratulate the members on the prosperity of the 
society, and the undoubted influence which it possesses. The society has 
now been in existence sixty-nine years, and I am glad to say we have again 
this year increased our numbers, and are within ten of reaching 400 mem- 
bers. We have completely outgrown the accommodation which our 
present habitation affords, andas you are made aware by the report, we 
expect to be located in our new premises in Cook-street in the early part 
of next year. I will not anticipate the congratulatory speeches of thoze 
gentlemen who will be your leading officers when the hew premises are 
formally opened, an occasion which distinctly lends itself to a function 
most dear to the Anglo-Saxon race. 

The Judicial Trustees’ Act.—An important measure, affecting both the 
public and the profession, has this year been placed on the statute book. 
1 refer to the Judicial Trustees’ Act. Before dealing with its provisions, 
it may not be out of place to touch upon the legislation of the last few 
yeurs as affecting trustees. Everything relating to the duties of trustees 
is of infinite importance to the layman as well as to the lawyer. There 
are few persons of middle age who escape the duty of being called upon 
to act as trustees, it may be in res of family connections, or to dis- 
charge the obligations of friendship. Up toa recent date the principles 
sagunting the duties of trustees were for the most part to be gathered 
from a consideration of the decisions of the judges, who from time to time 
laid down general rules for their guidance. But although the decisions 
as to the duties of trustees were the logical application of the doctrine 
that a trustee was responsible for every breach of trust, however technical, 
it became evident that the harsh construction placed by the 
judges on the duty of a trustee was to some extent the result of 
their failure to appreciate, from a practical standpoint, the difficulties 
which lay in the path of the person who accepted that office. To 
take the risk of committing, at some period or another, a judicious 
breach of trust became almost a necessity, if the trustee endeavoured to 
do for the family of a deceased friend what he believed the testator would 
have wished him to do had he been there to direct. I refer particularly 
to the necessity under which the executor, who generally was also the 
trustee, laboured in having promptly to realize the estate and to invest the 
moneys in trustees’ securities which, until a few years ago, consisted for 
the most part of Government securities. The will, no doubt, would pro- 
vide for investment in some few other modes, but the range was usually 
very limited. What may be termed judicious breaches of trust were 
therefere often committed in the investment of money in an unauthorized 
manner ; and if all went smoothly, and the ultimate eficiaries received 
their shares, perhaps enhanced in value by the careful ment and 
capacity of the trustee—well, but if any part of the trust became impaired, 
even if the whole produced a profit, woe to the trustee who had the mis- 
fortune to have to account to ungrateful beneficiaries, and that without 
limit of time. It is unnecessary for me to touch on the many pitfalls 
which surrounded the path of the trustee, and the difficulties which fol- 
lowed the fact that he was, in most instances, one of two or more trustees, 
and was frequently held msible for the acts of his co-trustee. They 
are known to all of us. However viewed it amounted to this, that a 
trustee had the burden of another person’s estate to bear as well as his 
own, with all the responsibility of loss attaching thereto, even when 
exercising the greatest caution. But for a trustee to exercise the same 
care over the trust property as he would over his own is not always suffi- 
cient to free him from responsibility. By the Trustee Act, 1893, amended 
by the Act of 1894, the law co ing trustees is consolidated and 


amended. The provisions of these. Acts are distinctly favourable to 
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he relief of honest trustees, and of course it is only of honest trustees 
that I am speaking. But prior to the passing of these two Acts 
the Trustee Act of 1888 was passed, which contaias provisions whereby 
a trustee is enabled after the expiration of six years from the time of 

the committal of a breach trust to plead the Statute of Limitations 
against any person who would have been entitled to bring an action 
within that period. Of course the Statute could not be pleaded where 
fraud is proved against the trustee, and ‘would not begin to run as against 
the beneficiaries until they came into possession. As this Act affects 
express trusts it is an important advantage in getting rid of stale demands 
frequently put forward to the distress and annoyance of trustees who had 
long before given an account of their stewardship. Just at a time when 
legislation had operated to make the responsibility of trustees a little less 
anxious, a Bill was introduced into Parliament, first in the year 1392, and 
again in the two following years, which provided for the appointment of 
an Official or public trustee. The Bill was from time to time considered 
by the committee and consistently opposed, In the year 1895, a motion 
was made in the House of Commons by Col. Howard Vincent for the 
appointment of a Select Committee to consider the desirability of again 
introducing the Bill. A great number of expert witnesses were examined, 
and notably Lord Justice Lindley, who staid: ‘‘ I was brought up in the 
chambers of Lord Justice Selwyn—a very gocd equity Jawyer, and a first- 
rate man of business—and he used to impress on his pupils that the only 
use of a trustee was to commit judicious breaches of trust. A man made 
a will; twenty-five years afterwards something occurred which the man 
never dreamt of; but, at present, everybody was tied down by 
the will, and you could not get out of it. Of course I would 
not disappoint the objects of the trust. I refer merely to ques- 
tions of investment, and what ought to be done with the money.’’ 
Lindley, L.J., further said: ‘** Trustees have been very harshly dealt with 
by the Chancery Court times out of mind. The only justification of it is 
that trustees had the protection of the court in questions of administra- 
tion of trust funds. ‘The Court of Chancery has ridden that doctrine to a 
degree which in my opinion is oppressive. An official trustee, or anybody 
else who was not a friend of the family, could not act except upon 
evidence which meant money. For myself, I should, as a private trustee, 
act upon facts which a public administrator could not act upon at all. 
That was the great blot on all official systems.’’ The Select Committee 
reported to the House, and the outcome of this was that a Bill was intro- 
duced into Parliament last session, which has now become law, known as 
the Judicial Tructees’ Act, 1896. The Bill was carefully considered by 
the committee, and inasmuch as its provisions were not compulsory, and 
differed therefore in its essential feature from the Oficial Trustee Bill, it 
was not opposed on principle. Various amendments prepared by the 
committee were carried by Mr. Warr betore the Standing Committee on 
Law. The Act does not come into operation until the Ist of May, 1897, 
except as toa certain section, to which I will presently refer. The Act 
provides that application has to be made to the court by the person 
creating the trust, or by a trustee or beneficiary, for the appointment of a 
judicial trustee nominated in the application, and the court may appoint 
any fit person to be a judicial trustee, to act either jointly with any other 
person or asa sole trustee, and if sufficient cause is shewn, in place of 
existing trustees. The important question of rules for carrying out the 
Act, prescribing, for instance, the remuneration of the judicial trustee, 
are to be made by the Lord Chancellor, subject to the consent of the 
authority for making orders under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, 
and are to be laid before Yarliament in the usual way. It is reasonably 
to be expected that solicitors will be considered fit and proper persons tu 
be nominated for appointment by the court to act as judicial trustees, and 
it is only in the absence of such nomination, or if the court is not satisfied 
as to fitness, that an official of the court is to be appointed. There is a 
section in the Act relieving trustees, and its importance induces me to 
quote the section. Section 3 provides: ‘‘ If it appear to the court that a 
trustee, whether appointed under this Act or net, is or may be personally 
liable for any breach of trust, whether the transaction alleged to ba a 
breach of trust occurred before or after the passing of this Act, but has 
acted honestly or reasonably, and ought fairly to be excused for the 
breach of trust and for omitting to obtain the directions of the court in 
the matter in winch be committed such breach, then the court may relieve 
the trustee either wholly or partly from personal liability for the same.’’ 
It must not be supposed that this section will bring about a golden age 
for trustees in giving relief to those who are negligent in the discharge of 
their duties, but it appears to give to the court the opportunity of reliev- 
ing trustees in cases where it has hitherto desired to do so but had not 
the power. It is to be noticed that this section came into operation at the 
passing of the Act on the 14th uf August last. 

This leads me to refer in natural order of arrangement of my address to 
the memorial which the society presented to the Lord Chancellor in 
favour of the assimilation and extension of trustees’ powers of invest- 
ment. 

Trust Investments.—The Trustee Act, 1893, prescribes the investments 
which trustees may adopt, including the securities permitted by order 
of the judges for the investment of funds under the control of the Court 
of Chancery. ‘The last General Order of the was made in 
November, 1888. In many particulars these prescribed investments differ 
from the statutory investments, and are confusing. For instance, under 
the Act trustees can only invest in debenture stock of railways in the 
United Kingdom which for ten years previous to the period of investment 
have paid 3 per cent. on the ordinary stock, while in the Chancery order 
it is sufficient if the railway has for thé same paid a dividend on 
the o stock. Colonial Stocks guaran by the Imperial Govern- 
ment are eligible under the Chancery orders, but are excluded in the 
Act, and in many other respects it is found highly inconvenient that the 


statute and the orders should not be assimilated. As our clients 
in Liverpool it is to be observed that dock and harbour securities are not 
permitted atall. It has come within the of most of us to note 
how frequently the securities of the Mersey Docks and Harbour Board 
would bu taken up by trustees if this mode of investment were permissible, 
and how often judicious breaches of trust have been committed in order 
todoso. ‘To include this form of investment was one of the points which 
the committee had in view in makiug the suggestions contained in the 
memorial. Though the memorial did not go so far, I see no reason why 
trustees should vot be permitted by law to invest in the purchase of chief 
and ground rents. An opportunity was afforded me in the annual 
and provincial meeting of the Incorporated Law Society of the U.K., 
held in Birmingham last month, to bring the question before the meeting, 
and the resolution in favour of the extension referred to in the report was 
unanimously ° : 
Continuous Sittings in Lancashire. —During the past year the committee has 
devoted much time and attention to the question of continuous sittings 
of the High Court of Justice in Lancashire. [‘The president referred in detai 
to the steps which had been taken by the committee, and continued :—] 
A committee of judges was appointed by the Lord Chancellor to consider 
the question, but we have not been permitted to see the report. Asa 
result, however, it has been officially notified that Mr. Justice Kennedy 
has been appointed the Lancashire judge for the year to take the four 
civil assizes at Manchester and Liverpool. So far it would a that 
Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty causes are not to be tried out of don, 
except so far as Probate and Admiralty causes have hitherto been triable 
at the assizes. In this respect we feel that the commercial and 


bodies of the county have cause for great disappointment, and it is 
certain that the efforts of Lancashire to obtain these objects will not be 
relaxed. Meanwhile, half a loaf is better than no bread, and it is to be 
noted that there will be a separate list, called the ‘‘ Commercial List,’’ in 
which commercial causes may be entered. Encouraged by the success of 
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the Commercial Court in London, it is reasonably to be ex 


leave will be given for = entered in this oo Bd be tried without 
leadings. One great benefit is certainly y change 
Sontay thin the judge will be enabled to fun ine trial of actions wit . 


out having to sit to unreasonably late hours, in 
London. ‘The Lancashire ju will, it a 
brother judge on the Crown , and in this respect 1 would venture 
remark that the circuit system, which was sufficient to meet the require- 
ments of the country when it was ated centuries ago, is now quite 
effete. The complete separation of civil and criminal work is desirable. 
Ancient usage has made the judges of assize consort together, who now, 

Like ill-assorted man and wife, 

United jar, and yet are joth to part. 

To relieve our lady on the civil side from the requirements of her spouse 
on the Crown side, that she should not leave home except in his company, 
and at periods according with his stately convenience, we would advocate 
an early divorce, and fi that, be content with a judicial separation. 

Taxation of Costs between Party and Party.—A ——— as interesting to 
our clients as it is to ourselves is the question affecting the present mode 
of taxation of costs between party and party. I have always thought 
that the taxing-masters were as much reponsible for the failure of the 
system as that the system itself was defective. The practitioner observes 
on the taxation of a bill of costs in a successful action that many items 
are disallowed relating to work which it was absolutely necessary should 
be done, while the costs of a number of formal steps are allowed which 
really do little to advance the case. The taxing-master’s wand must 
therefore always have influence in directing the course of a solicitor in the 
conduct of an action. Even the idiosyncrasies of taxing-masters have 
to be observed. An appeal to the judge against the decision of a 
master is nearly always unsuccessful. The j relies on the taxing- 
master, and supports him. I think I am right in holding the opinion that 
the appointment of barristers as taxing-masters who have had no 
experience of practical work, is one of the great causes of the failure 
of the system. And the consideration of questions of costs leads 
me to comment on the proposals now made that the costs the 
successful party in an action shall be taxed as 
and client, and not as between party and party, thereby giving 
the successful litigant a larger measure of Scan elesiinet the expenses 
incurred in the action. We shall all agree to the this proposal 


and welcome the change; but we we pmiprad pe wag emeteder 
panied by a provieo that disallowed iheats not to be recoverable 
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against the client, unless after full explanation the client has 
the incurring of the expense. This would place the solicitor in a moat 
difficult position. Even on a taxation between solicitor and client there 
would, in many cases, be items of cost disallowed. The solicitor would 
constantly have to be engaged in obtaining his client’s authority for this 
or that expenditure, ana for taking this 
almost impossible), and his 
increased. The question is the 
now being considered by the committee with a view to secure that in the 
new rules the right to recover from the client taxed off 
mThe. Sand Tronafer Bitk You will probabl that reference 
The Land Transfer Bill.— You ly expect some 
should be made to the Land Transfer Bill. Ic was the 
corporated Law Society and of the law 
struct rather than to obstruct would be the best mode of convincing the 
Government that the la 
which would cheapen simplify the conveyancing business of 
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of conveyances, especially in cases of sale of small lots of property, and 
would impedo tether than facilitate the completion of transactions. A 
Bill was pared by Mr. Wolstenholme on the instruction of the In- 
Law Society, and delegates from this society attended a joint 
conference of the Inco’ ted and provincial law societies, held in London 
on the 29th day of November last, when a resolution was passed approv- 
ing of the Bill. The Government did not in the past session proceed with 
their Bill, and consequently the Bill of Mr. Wolstenholme was not intro- 
dured. The Incorporated Law Society are again considering the advisa- 
bility of introducing their Bill next session. 
In conclusion, gentlemen, there is one thought that occurs to me which 
{ should wish to give expression to. Our profession compels us day by 
day to have on our lips the year of the reign in which the various statutes 
havo been passed, to which we have occasion to refer. This year the 
Statute Book records 59 and 60 Victoria. When we mention that number 
60, we are reminded that in point of actual time our Most Gracious Sover- 
eign has reigned longer than any of her predecessors. As lawyers, most 
Joyal to our Queen, we rejoice that the number 60 is now statute written. 
We look back with pride to the many beneficent measures which 
have been during her reign, and our prayer is that long may 
the name “‘ Victoria’ continue to give the index to the statutes of the 


It was moved by the president, seconded by the vice-president, and 
resolved : ‘‘That the report of the committee, together with the hon. 
treasurer’s account, be approved and adopted, and that the same be 
printed and circulated.” 

It was moved by Mr. A. F. Warr, M.P., seconded by Mr. T. Bellringer 
and resolved : ‘‘ That the thanks of the meeting be given to the president 
for his address, and that the same be printed and circulated as part of the 


Tt was moved by Mr. J. H. Kenion, seconded by Mr. F. M. Hull, and 
resolved : ‘‘ That the thanks of the Society be given to the officers and 
members of the committee for their services during the past year.”’ 

There were eleven nominated to fill the vacancies upon the committee, 
and the following were elected for the term of three years next ensuing: 
Mr. F. H. Baxter, Mr. T. Bellringer, Mr. E. Berry, Mr. J. C. Bromfield, 
Mr. J. Cameron, Mr. P. Dobell, Mr. J. M. Quiggin, Mr. Radcliffe, W. 
Smith, and Mr. A. T. Squarey. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Dec. 9, Mr. 
Richard Pennington, J.P., in the chair. The other directors present being : 
Messrs. H. C. Beddoe, J.P. (Hereford), W. F. Blandy (Reading), W. 
Beriah Brook, H. Morten Cotton, Samuel Harris (Leicester), John Hunter, 
J. H. Kays, F. Rowley Parker, Sidney Smith, R. W. Tweedie, F. T. 
Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). Mr. Lewis Fry, M.P. (Bristol), 
was elected as chairman of the board for the ensuing year, and Mr. Henry 
Morten Cotton (London) as deputy-chairman. A sum of £360 was dis- 
tributed in grants of relief, seven new members were admitted to the 
association, and other general business transacted. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


7th inst.—Mr. C. W. Williams in the chair.—Messrs. C. Garnett, O. K. 
Dibb, and J. F. W. Galbraith were elected members of the society. Mr. 
W. 8. Sherrington opened a debate on the motion: ‘That this house 
condemns the hostile attitude of many amateurs towards professionalism 
in .? Mr. A. W. Marks opposed, and Messrs. S. E. Hubbard, J. W. 
w » W. F. Symonds, C. Herbert Smith, and OC. Kaines-Jackson also 
addressed the house on the motion. Mr. Sherrington replied, and on a 
division the motion was lost by one vote. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Legps Law Srupents’ Soctery.—November 24th.—Mr. James Beaumont 
in the chair.—Mr. G. Glover Alexander, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law, 
delivered a lecture on ‘‘ The Law Relating to Clubs.’”” He pointed out 
the different kinds of clubs, and explained the law regulating the rights 
of the members among themselves, and in their dealings with other 
persons. At the close of the proceedings, votes of thanks were accorded to 
the lecturer and chairman. 

November 30th.—Dr. Chapman, M.A., barrister-at-law, in the chair.— 
A debate was held upon the following subject:—‘‘ A Chinese subject, 
accused of complicity in a conspiracy to murder the Emperor of China, 
is enticed into the Chinese Ambassador’s house in London. He is tried 
by the Ambassador and condemned to death and hanged, his body being 
buried in the backyard of the house. Was the Ambassador acting legally 
according to international law?’ Mr. E. N. Whitley, B.A., LL.B., 

in the affirmative. Mr. F. ©. Jackson argued in the negative. 
question was eventually decided in the negative by a majority of five. 

December 7th.—Mr. E. N. Whitley, B.A., LL.B., in the chair.—The 
subject for debate was as follows:—‘‘Mr. Kodak takes, without per- 
mission, a snap-shot of a lady and a gentleman in a boat under atree. The 
gentleman has his arm round the lady’s waist. This ph ph Mr. 
Kodak is in the habit of shewing to his bachelor friends who visit him at 
his chambers. Major § ly has for some time past been very sus- 

of a certain Mr. , who, he considers, is too attentive to Mrs. 


. A Mr. Smith, in company with Major Sprightly, calls at Mr. 





Kodak’s chambers one evening, and Major Sprightly is introduced to Mr. 
Kodak. Eventually Mr. Kodak shews his collection of snap-shots, in- 
cluding that of a Jady und gentleman in a boat. Major Sprightly 
recognizes his wife and Mr. Brown, and Mrs. Sprightly, when charged, 
has to admit that she has carried on a foclish, but innocent, flirtation 
with Mr. Brown. Major Sprightly declines to cohabit any longer with 
his wife. Has Mrs. Sprightly a right of action against Mr. Kodak?” 
Mr. A. E. Masser o in the affirmative, and Mr. H. Stephenson in 
the negative. An interesting discussion was continued by Messrs. Jackson, 
Bowling, Clegg, Hutley, and Snowden, and, a vote being taken, there was 
a majority for the negative. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Greorce Epwarp Hiteary, solicitor, has been elected Coroner for 
the Borough of West Ham. 

Mr. Epwaep Dicey, C.B., Mr. Tuomas Terretr, Q.C., and Mr. Witt 
TynpaLt Barnarp have been elected Benchers of the Honourable Society 
of Gray’s-inn. 

Mr. E. Trnpat Arxrnson, Q.C., has been appointed Recorder of Leeds, 
in place of Mr. John E. Barker, Q.C., resigned. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vTions. 


Atrrep Tuomas Hare and Henry Batpwin Raven, solicitors, 139, 
Temple-chambers, Whitefriars, London (Hare & Co.). Dec. 1. In future 
such business will be carried on by the said Alfred Thomas Hare under 
the same style or firm in co-partnership with his father Evan Hare. 

Henry Grisson and Hersert Witt1am Gusson, solicitors, Chipping 
Ongar (H. & H. W. Gibson). Nov. 27. ‘The said Henry Gibson will 
continue to on the business in partnership with Cyril Bond, of 
Chipping Ongar aforeeaid, solicitor, under the style or firm of Gibson & 
Bond. 





ALEXANDER Moreswortu and Ronerr Dawson Marr ey, solicitors, 
Rochdale (Molesworth & Mattley). Nov. 16. [ Gazette, Dec. 8. 


GENERAL. 


*,* By an errcr of the press in our article on ‘‘ County Court Jurisdic- 
tion and Practice,” at p. 78, section 118 of the County Courts Act, 1888, 
is referred to as section 18. 

It is stated that Mr. Justice Chitty, as senior judge, convened a meet- 
ing of the judges of the Chancery Division for Thursday last, in his 
private room at the Law Courts, when the rota for the Hilary Sittings was 
to be settled and other business transacted. 

A correspondent informs the Times that the meeting of judges of the 
Queen’s Bench Division on Saturday last had under consideratwn « 
communication from the Lord Chancellor relating to the question of 
compulsory summonses for directions in actions. 

At the annual concert held on the 23rd ult. in aid of the Royal Courts 
of Justice Staff Sick and Provident Fund, Sir Richard Webster, Q.C., 
M.P., A.G., took the chair, and Mr. Francis A. Stringer the vice-chair ; 
the result being that the concert committee were enabled to hand over to 
the credit of the fund the sum of £119 17s. 9d. The treasurer and 
benchers of the Inner Temple kindly sent £8 to defray the expenses of the 
halls. 

The members of the Bar practising in the Probate and Divorce Division 
will entertain Mr. Bargrave Deane, Q.C., at a complimentary dinner at the 
Café Royal on Saturday, the 12th inst., in celebration of his recent appoint- 
ment as one of her Majesty’s Counsel. 

The fourth annual dinner of the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Associa- 
tion will take place at the Holborn Restaurant on Thursday, the 17th inst. 
Among those who have accepted invitations to be present are Sir Francis 
Jeune, Mr. Justice Romer, Mr. Justice Lawrance, Sir W. W. Karslake, 
Q.C., Mr. Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., M.P., Mr. Warmington, Q.C., and Mr. 
Birrell, Q.C., M.P. 

The following are the circuits chosen by the judges of the Queen’s 
Bonch Division for the Winter Assizes, viz. :—North-Eastern 
Circuit, the Lord Chief Justice and Mr. Justice Bruce; Midland Circuit, 
Mr. Baron Pollock and Mr. Justice Charles; Home Circuit, Mr. Justice 
Mathew ; South-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice Cave; Oxford Circuit, Mr. 
Justice Day and Mr. Justice Me ay North Wales Circuit, Mr. Justice 
Grantham ; South Wales Circuit, Mr. Justice Lawrance ; Western Circuit, 
Mr. Justice Williams; Northern Circuit, Mr. Justice Collins and Mr. 
Justice Kennedy. 

A dent says that ‘‘one of the guests last week at the Incor- 
penned Law 6 Society’s dinner was Mr. W. H. Cousins, C.B., one of the 
secretaries to the Board of Inland Revenue. After a very successful 
career of over forty-three years he is about to retire from the Civil Ser- 
vice. It will be remembered that as far back as 1871 he was editor of 
the Law List, Controller of Stamps and Registrar of Joint-Stock Com- 
panies, and the profession are indebted to him for the concentration of 
judicature fee stamps and their sale at the Law Courts. He has been 
an exceptionally able public servant, and has deserved well of the Govern- 
ment.” 

At a meeting of the Harwicke Society, held last week; the debate was 
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opened by Mr. O. Cavanagh, of the Middle Temple, who moved, ‘‘ That 
it is to the interest of the bar and of the public that the benchers of each 
several inns of court should in future be elected by the suffrages of the 

respective barristers hem gy he such inn.” Mr. Crump, Q.C., sup- 

rted the resolution dy, Q.C., opposed the resolution, and 
said that = actual oye a - — of a inns of Seiiinaes Chenin Ree d 
men who represent, although not by popular sen. ts 
of the men with whom <n were in ae contact. An animated debate 
followed, and, in his reply, Mr. Cavanagh insisted most strongly on the 
importance of accounts eing rendered by the benchers. The resolution 
was carried by a large majority. 


An incident of some interest arose during the Stafford assizes, says the 
Times reporter, with regard to a prisoner’s bail. William Cohen, of 

Hanley, who had been released on bail, failed to appear to answer three 
charges of indecency. His brother, Maurice Cohen, a Lancashire trades- 
man, and a Mr. Bates each became surety for him in the sum of £100. It 
was stated that the accused had absconded to South Africa, and on the 
first day of the assizes the learned commissioner read a letter which he 
said had been received by the clerk of assize (Mr. J. L. Matthews) from 
Mr. M. Cohen’s solicitors intimating that the accused would probably 
not be present and that upon application to them the £200 would be 
forthcoming, in which case it would be unnecessary for the sureties to 
attend. The commissioner said the matter could not be disposed of in 
that way, and directed that both sureties should be summoned to attend. 
Two days afterwards Mr. M. Cohen was in court, and stated that his 
brother absconded without his knowledge, and he himself would have to 
pay the £200. The commissioner directed that the recognizances of the 
accueed and his two sureties should be estreated. Mr. Cohen appealed to 
him to remit the bail or a portion of it. The commissioner replied that 
he had no power to do this, and if he had he would not doit. Bail was 
now granted very freely, and it was desirable that the benefit should not 
be abused. If persons could get off because their friends were able to 
pay the bail, magistrates would be inclined to restrict the privilege, and 
rich and poor alike would suffer. It was necessary, therefore, to be very 
strict. The learned commissioner subsequently directed that a magis- 
trate’s warrent should be obtained for the arrest of the accused. 


We are requested to state that the International Association for Com- 
parative Jurisprudence and Political Economy of Berlin offers a prize of 
1,600 marks (equal to about £80) for the best essay on the following sub- 
ject : ‘*A comparative survey of the — which prevail in the 
colonies of the more important countries as to the acquisition and omnte- 
ation of land by settlers, and of the economical results of such 
ciples.” The competition is subject to-the following condi 
1. Competitors must send in their respective essays to the honorary sec 
tary of the association, Kammergerichtsrat, Dr. Kronecker, 241, Kurfir- 
stendamm, Berlin, W., so as to reach him before the lst of April, 1898. 
2. The treatises must be written in German, French, or English, and 
Roman characters: must be used for the German MS. It is highly desir- 
able that the MS. sent by competitors should be typewritten. 3. The essays 
must not disclose the name of the author, but must be marked with a 
motto, and a sealed envelope on which the same motto is shewn, and 
which encloses the author’s name and address, must accompany them. 
4. The Board of Judges is composed of the following ror ome of the 
association : (2) German members—His Highness Johann Albrecht, Duke 
of Mecklenburg, president of the German Colonial Society (Potsdam) ; . 
Dr. Paul Kayser, formerly director of the Colonial Division of the German 
Foreign Office, now divisional president of the German Imperial Court 
(Leipzig) ; Dr. Freiherr Carl von Stengel, professor of law (Munich). 
(6) English member—The Right Honourable James Bryce, D.C.L., M.P., 
&c., &c. (London). (ce) French member—Dr. Charles Lyon-Caen, pro- 
fessor of law, Membre de I’Institut (Paris). (d) Italian member—Dr. 
Attilio Brunialti, councillor of State, professor of law (Rome). (¢) Dutch 
member—Dr. P. A. van der Lith, professor of law, rector of the Univer- 
sity (Leiden). (f) Austro- Hungarian member—Dr. Eugen Phillippo- 
vich Edler von Phillipsberg, professor of political science (Vienna). (g) 
Russian member—Dr. Fedor Fedorovic von Martens, professor of law, 
membre de l'Institut (St. Petersburg). (4) Spanish member— Marquis de 
Dalmau de Olivart, late professor of law (Barcelona), (i) American 
member—Mr. William James Ashley, professor of political science in the 
Harvard University (Cambridge, U.S.A.). If one of the judges should 
cease to act before the adjudication of the prize, the other judges have 
power to appoint a substitute if vecessary. The Board of Judges will 
decide as to their rules of procedure. The award will, if possible, be 
published before the Ist of April, 1899. The prize may be divided 
between several competitors if their essays appear to be substantially 
equal in merit. The International Association will publish the essay or 
essays to which the prize will be awarded. If any mene essay, or any 
part thereof shall be published before the award shall be made, such essay 
will cease to be included in the competition, and will not be reported on 
by the judges. The Board of Judges will not open any of the envelopes 
accompanying the MS. except such envelope or envelopes as shall accom- 
pany the successful essay or essays. The unsuccessful MSS. must be 
claimed by their authors within a year of the publication of the award, 
failing which they will become the property of the International Associn- 
tion for Comparative Jurisprudence and Political Economy, who, in such 
event, may, in their discretion, publish the same without the author’s 
name, or cause the same to be destroyed. In the event of any MS. being 
claimed by any = whose right thereto cannot be by other 
means, the enve accompanying such MS. may be opened by any person 
appointed in that behalf ~ the said society. 
forwarding their MS. for competition, indicaté-an address to whic iti is to 
be returned atthe proper time. The copyright in the successful essay or 











essays, and more the exclusive right to publish the same or 
any translation thereof, it of the become vested in 
the International Association for Eoeapanntsve Jur ce cot one Political 
Economy of Berlin. 
COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or Reaisraans is Arrenpance oy 
Date Arpzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
- No. 2. Currry. Noara. 
Monday, Dec 14 Mr. Pugh Mr. Leach Me. Clowes 
Tuesday .... "15 Godfrey Jackson 
bat Godfrey Jackson 
Pugh Leach Clowes 
Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srraviva. Kexewion. Romzs. 
Monday, Dec. .........000000+. 14 Mr. Lavie Mr. Farmer Mr. Pemberton 
Tuesda: 15 Rolt Ward 
Wi 16 Lavie Farmer 
‘ Bolt Ward 
1 Lavie Farmer 
Rolt Ward 














Wanninc To intenptinc Hovse Purcuassrs anv Lassazs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the ts thoroug 
Examined by an Expert from The Co. (Certer Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875. Vee preond ] 


THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Dee. or ones: H. E. Fosrsr & Cranrracp, at the Mart, at 2 p.m.— 








-Jones, London. 
= SV RESTONARY '-CHARGE 
S2A0e per sone, mee we fiir Sedapd, metre Sutag Wis of 
sped a nobleman aged 61, with policies. 
ewnafeiett (PE Th INT. 


tleman aged 31, on death of father aged 60, secured upon Estates in Devon 
ier yt tA of £190,000, subject to conditions. 


LIFE INTEREST AND REVERSION : 

Fe £0 ip Bey Sea de>: te 
yy 

2 £2,000, secured Fe - Fund; lady 


one-seventh of £13,000 India per Cent. Stock, receivable on 
a two aged 70 and 44. Bolicitors, Messrs. Long & Gardiner, 


London. 
a Rp cmen sono einer Solicitors, Douglas- 
To one-third of Trust Estate at Croydon, producing over £400 Beg ly 
Lk — eprint iperta , Sharon G. 


To one-ninth of £15,900 in Colonial 8! ivable on d gentleman aged 
__ eietinle phe Ven nnn Saye Tage ag Solisttoes, Richards, Sons, 


‘0 one-third of £1,986 5s. 2d. in Consols ; lady aged 67. Solicitor, G. A. King, 


To £2,037 Console, geattemen cont £5, wi policy, &c. Solicitors, Hollams, Son, 
Cowa £ Seen “—— 
GOVERNMENT ANNU. 
Of £47 during life of thay. aged 30, with policy. Solicitor, H. Stanley-Jones, 


London. 
MORTGAGE DEBT: 
Of £1,700 secured upon properties at West Ham. Solicitors, N. Reeves & Sons, 


London 
POLICIES OF ASSURANCE: 
For £3,000, £1,000, and £250 in leading offices. Solicitors, Eastwood, Wigan, & 
Chawpernowne, and Wetherfield, Son, & Baines, both of London. 


Cheltenham Gas Co. Seliger, Wetherfield, Son, & Baines, London. 
SHARES in various Com 
See advertisements, this wel back page. 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faiway, Dec. 4. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lamirep mm Caancesy. 
E su P Co, Liurregp—By order of J., dated Sept 4, Mr 
Tansee Semis March. hs: Chaveh Ga Oia temey; bas bees oppeietel ingiedanor 
Haws Prace Horst Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or “han a AE 
their names and ad and late of their claims, t to Herbert Bennett and 
Edward Rawlings, 16, Victoria st, Westminster 
New Purcuase axv Improvement Co, Lancome, -Caatapene are required, on or before Jan 
15, to send their names and and pastienlans 60 dha dabte ox Galens, 60 
Walter Francis Mills, 37, Walbrook 
Proxopore Co, Leee-Cretaaes ae required, on or before Jan 15, to send their names 
and addresses, @ the particulars of their debts or claims, . Charles Isaac, 85, 
Gaowe Visterib oe Burton & Co, 23, Surrey st, solors for 
Wateasuny Weed Sares Co, yn pm ene yey epee on or before Jan 15, to 
send their names and or 


and addresees, | ~ = ylaebmaaremcnd 
Cronk, 44, Lomberd st. pom gig maaleh d 


Usituurep ix Caancery. . 
Sv. Herexa Home ron Tratnep Nurses anv Payine Patiewrs—OCreditors are required, 
and particulars 





on or before Jan 10, to send their names and of their debts or 
claims, to Henry Crewdson Howard, 17, Coleman st 
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Lontion Gasette.—Tosvay, Dec. 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorep m CHaycery. 
Amay’s Mipptewicn Sart Works, Lonren—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 7, 
to be heard before Vaughan Williams, J., on Saturday, Dec 19. Hudson & Co. 
32, Queen n Victoria st, solors for Notice of appearing must reach “the above-named 
not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 18 
Rik Prorenties, Linrren—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 4, directed to be 
heard on Dec 19. Mayo & Co, 10, Drapers’ gdns, orton avenue, solors for 
ape oo Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in 
afternoon of Dec 18 
Bavacuat Mysorz Miyes, Limtrrp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 19, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Isaac Crocker, 
6, Queen st pl. Francis & Johnson, Austin-friars, solors for liquidator 
Dreporne Conporatiox, Limrrep—Creditors are red, on or before Jan 20, to send 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts fae» di H. Chantrey, 
is & Beyfus, Lincoln’s inn, solors for liquidator 
nite Leap Syxpicats, Linrrep itors are required 
addresses, and _— of their debits © or 
claims, to Benjamin Newstead, 3, Church passage, Guil Thompson & Co, Wi 
st, solors for liquidator 
Gotp Rerrs or Western Avstraria, Linrren—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 23, 
directed to be heard 7. Campion & Simmons, 91, Queen st. solors for petner. 
— of upenting must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon 
Natioway Bxatixa Patace, Liwrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 5, directed to 
be heard Dec 19. H. L. Smiles, 79}, Gracechurch st. Notice of appearing "must reach 


57, Hourgete st. 
Frewncn anp American 
before Jan 18, to send their names 





the above-named not later than | 60 ——e in the afternoon of Dec 18 
Partacas & Co, Limitrep—Cred ired, on or before Jan 18, to send their 
names and addresses, and 


and particulars of of their debts or claims, to Charles Leo Nichols, 

1, Queen Victoria st. A Gt James st, solors for — 

Ratxsow Enoixeenixe Co, Limrrep (ix Liquipation)—Creditors are uired, on or 
before Jan 9, to send their names and addresses, and the pestiouions of their debts or 
claims, to C. H. Rosher, 39, Victoria st, Westminster 

Rerorts Co, ages eee are required, on or before Dec - to send their names 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George Ashdown, 56, 


Waseanas ni Centrat Goip Mive, comes Oniae are required, on or before Jan 19, 
to send their names and addresses, ai nd the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. 
for nuiaaton William Fellgate, 64, New Broad st. Francis & Johnson, Austinfriars, solors 
‘or 
Ustiirep in Cuancerry. 

First Barrow axp District Ecoyomic Burpine Secure Croton are required, on or 
before Jan 4, to send their names and add: and of their debts or claims, 
to James J by wy re 10, Hartington st, Barrow in Furness. Townsend, 
Barrow in Furness, solor to trustee 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Lampton Cotiientes Association, Littletown Colliery, Durham Nov 25 

Norra Capsury axp Comprow Usitep Friexpuy Society, Reading | North Cad- 
bury, Bath, Somerset’ Nov 25 

7s or RosskxpaLe Lopor or Drvtps Farexpiy Society, Buck Inn, Bacup, Lancaster 

ov 18 
Susrexpep ror Ture® Montas. 
Bunrau Society, Pack Horse Inn, Market pl, Stockport, Chester Dec 4 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette—Fuipay, Nov. 27. 
Avams, Witi1am ALexayver, Hereford Dec 24 Dent & Adams, Wolverhampton 
Borty, Euiza, Peterborough Jani Horsley & Weightman, Guildhall chmbrs 
Boven, Jamus, Wordester, Machinist Jan 5 Powell, Upton upon Severn 
Brown, Ricnarp, Wentnor, Salop Feb 25 Marston & Sons, Ludlow 
Bourcuer, Josern, Chesham, Bucks, Banker Jani Cheese, Pall mall 
Curiettan, Evizapetn Fisuer, Clapham Jan5 Stock, Queen Victoria st 
Coryisn, Evenitpa Anstey, Weston super Mare Jan24 Baker & Co, Weston supe 


Croox, Henry, Calne, Wilts Feb1 Keary & Stokes, Chippenham 
Dyzgr, Farperick Swinnerron, Bournemouth Dec 31 Kate C Swinnerton Dyer, Bourne- 


Ewaat, Jony, Kennington lane Dec 31 Green & Co, Coleman st 


Donner Wy aLae, Sir Grorce ws oy a Rapvztvitt, Castleton, Mon, Bart Dec 23 
Carlisle & Co, New q, Lincoln's 
Harnrisow, Saran, Colwell, Northumbria. Dec 31 Cooper & Goodger, Newcastle upon 


Hanaison, Witttam, Colwell, Northumberland Dec 21 Cooper & Goodger, Newcastle 


upon e 
Hovan, Witu1am, Birmingham Dec 23 Maples & Co, Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry 
Hotuzs, Marcanet, Huntingdon Dec 28 Hunnybun & Sons, Huntingdon 








Jowes, Henny, Finsbury Park Jani Webb, St Helen’s pl 

Kewrerr, Marx, Bradford, York, Ironmoulder Dec 31 Gaunt & Co, Bradford 

Kexyarp, Howarp Jouy, Hyde Pk ter Dec3i Carlisle & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Kemr, Mary, Nottingham Dec 26 Mair & Blunt, Macclesfield 

Lamacrart, Nicnoias, Exeter Dec 25 Brutton, Exeter 

Laurence, Jonx Zacnanian, Strand, Solicitor Dec 27 Paice & Cross, Furnval’s inn 

Lonosottom, James, Bradley, nr Huddersfield Dec 15 Furniss, Brighouse 

Lvuscompe, Lavra, Merton Park, Surrey Dec 28 White, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 

Manrsuatt, Jouy, Orpington, Kent, Licensed Victualler Jan 6 Barraud & Jupp, St 
Mildred’s ct 


Meaxty, Ricuarp, Coreley, Salop Dec 31 Lashford Cave, Bromyard 
eapee, , Sunnen, Sydney, New South Wales, Gold Miner June1 Bell & Co, Gt Trinity 


- | Oxometanar, Ty Tuomas, Eurty Anronia Onciit-Lemay, Brampton, Essex Dec 12 
er 


aeons, 7 unton 

Pasasee’ Rosert Benson, Poole, Dorset Dec 19 Druces & Attlee, Billiter sq 

Pratt, Frances Saran, Shrewsbury Jan4 Sale & Co, Manchester 

Ports, Peter, Sale, Chester Dec31 Marriott & Co, Manchester 

Prior, Evtex, Yeovil March1 Knight, Grange over Sands, Lancs 

Prosser, Witi1am, Gowerton, Glam Dec4 Viner & Co, Swansea 

Suretp, Rosert Srexcer, Scarborough Dec 31 Watts & Co, Scarborough 

Sour, Arraur James, Connaught st, Hyde Park Jani Christmas, Bloomsbury sq 
Srarrorp, Jonx, Newcastle upon Tyne, Agent Dec 31 Cooper & Goodger, Newcastle 


Geena, Cnasane Hewnry, Salford, Lancs, Jeweller Dec24 Chorlton & Co, Manchester 

Wuirs, Susanva Mania, Cheltenham, Ladies Outfitter Dec 31 Ley & Co, Cheltenham 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 1. 

Baxen, Jouy, Ditchingham, Norfolk Jani Hardisty & Co, Gt Marlborough st 

Burxit1, Heyzy, Winteringham, Lincoln Jan18 Goy & Cross, Barton on Humber 

Day, Jous Anse.t, Uckfield, Sussex Jan15 Ingram & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Ecxersiey, Gsoraiana Grace, Denby, Derby Jan 26 Thorpe & Perry, Nottingham 

Epensor, Jou, Bexley Heath, Kent Dec 31 Wilson & Son, Basinghall st 

Gisss, Witt1am, Hemyock, Devon, Licensed Hawker Jan1 Booker, Wellington 

Heaven, Harriett, Cheltenham Dec 25 AG &N G Heaven, Bristol 

Heaven, Hester Sornta, Cheltenham Dec 25 A G& N G Heaven, Bristol 

Hoorsr, Joszrn, Newport, Mon Dec 31 Jones, Newport 

Isaacs, Barwarp, South Hampstead, Financier Jan 1 Graham-Emanuel, Portland 

Senume, Maes, Bayswater Jani Peters & Bolton, Guildhall chmbrs 

Jouysoy, Witt1am Epwarp, Hockley, Birmingham Jani Davis, Birmiagham 

Jonzs, Ricuarp, Rhyl, Flint, Grocer Jan Pierce-Lewis, Rhyl 

Joxzs, Roserr Banrzow, Whitchurch, Salop, Printer Jan4 Etches & Lee, Whitchurch, 


Lemay, Faances Hengretta Frora Exiza, Skirbeck, Lincoln Jan 1 Jebb & Son, 


Moors, James, Atworth, Wilts Feb1 Keary & Stokes, Chippenham 
Nicnoits, Cuarves Jarvis, Sundridge, Kent, Decorator Janil Carnell & Son, Seven- 


Nicuo..s, Mary Maria, Chippenham, Wilts Feb1 Keary & Stokes, Chippenham 
Oaxes, Mary Evizaseru, Umballa, India Jan 25 Burton & Co, Surrey st 

Onrewt, James, Darwen, Lancs, Contractor Dec12 Hindle, Darwen 

Pacxe, Cuarves, Leicester Jan 1 Lawson, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Parpon, Jouy, Maida Vale Dec 21 Wilson & Son, Basinghall st 

Panrxer, ReoinaLp Amputett, Hampstead Dec 31 Sharpe, New ct 

Parker, Tuomas, Beighton, Derby Jani Alderson & Co, Sheffield 

Pave, Joux Epuoxp, Tunbridge Wells Dec 31 Pratt & Trowell, Tunbridge Wells 
Procror, Exiza Jane, Weybridge, Surrey Jan1 Bloxam & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Raw ixas, James, Paignton, Devon, Photographer Dec 31 Lindop, Torquay 
Sanpers, Wii11aM, Grimsbury, Northamptons Dec 31 Bennett, Banbury 

Sueivoy, Epwarp, St John’s Wood Pk Dec 31 Parker & Co, St Michael’s Rectory 


Sinaron, Frances, Westbourne crscnt, Hyde Park Dec31 A & GW Fox, Manchester 
Starter, Wiiu1aM, Holmses, nr Bolton wec 31 Holden & Holden, Bolton 

Srreet, Witu1aM Starrorp, Sydenham Janis Herman, Bartholomew cloze 

Taywen, Tuomas, Burley, Southampton, Farmer Dec 26 Davy & Jackson, Ringwood 
Warts Deas Witu1am, Watford, Herts Jan28 Siemey & Sismey, Serjeants’ inn, 


st 
Witxriysoy, Isaperta, Stockton on Tees Jan9 Faber &Co, Stockton on Tees 








BANKRUPTCY ‘NOTICES. 
London Gazetie.— Frivar, Dec. 4. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Barner, Cartes Wane, Sheffield Sheffield Pet Nov 30 | 

Ord Nov 30 


Bewxetr, Anrnur Girrexs, Eastcheap, Clerk High Court | 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Decl 
Bew.ey, Tiomas tare Broxbourne, Herts, Miller | 
1 
Bunguay, Tuouas, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Dec 1 
Buswz.t, Grorcr, Leicester Northampton 1 
7 Ord be : ot adh ortham: Pet Dec 
‘AnonN, Joun Horace, 4, Grocer Sheffield 
AEEIIIE, custins Yeti: mame 
Avies, OwEn Lis, Ban: 
Dec2 Ord Dec? pi a 


Evans, Janes, oaprach, Poms broke, | eee Victualler 


— V 
Fraser, only 2 een, is 1 cterin 8 


Guover, Wivtram ena, Rstinst, Stockbrok 
Liverpool Pet Oct 31 Ord Decl 4 





Grecory, Francis en, Bootmaker Birmingham ; Pearson, Wit11am Hewry, Birmingham, Grocer Birming- 
Pet Dec1 Ord Dec ham’ Pet Dec1 Ord Dec 1 d 


Hotmes, James, Scam on 79 Oe Proprietor New- 
castleon Tyne Pet Dec1 Ord Dec 1 

Hoven, Sypxzy Wootres, Clifton Sd Lancs, Com- 
mercial Traveller Salford Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

Houtcrinsoy, Witi1aM, Filey, Yorks, Tailor Scarborough 
Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

Kerr, Wiit14m Heyry, Deronda rd, Herne Hill, Chemist 

Sasaminae ie ry ay” ae tee Bang 

ANGFIELD, ILY, fectioner or 

Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 4 - 

Matrtuews, ALrrep, Soave, Butcher High Court Pet 
Decl Ord Deci 


Marrunvs, Faxpenicy, Bristol, Saddler Bristol Pet Dec 
Moors, Cuantes E, Gerrard’s Cross, Bucks Windsor Pet 
Oct 30 Ord Nov 28 


Nort, Witu14m Henry, Gittisham, Devon Exeter Pet 
Dec1 Ord Dec 1 
Ovemsneees, io, Worthing, Draper Brighton Pet 


Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 
Pang, Bes, , Leigh, Lancs, Grocer Bolton Pet Dec 2 Ord 





Parsomeys. Ronee, Llangefni, Baker Bangor Pet Decl 
Ramsvex, Wituam, Leeds, Commission Agent Leeds 
Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 


Recas, Winuian Frepericx, Threadneedle st, Estate 

Ro — '@ Cuca Nene the 1 Pet 
—— ‘ i uilder verpoo! 
Oct 1 Ord Dec? 

Sanvow 5 Bd Frepenricx, sen, Gt Pane st, Builder 
~~ Court Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 

ae an, Westmrld, Draper Kendal Pet Nov #0 


30 

Suanre, Gzorex Tuomas, Pepa, papthooptane, Hair- 
dresser oo Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 

Simoy, Isaac, Commercial Boot Senstatenie High 
Court Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 30 

Sresent,  =t> and Joun Spricut, Leeds, Contractors 
Leeds Pet Novi4 Ord Nov 30 

Tatcuett, Jouy, ute, Somersets, Innkeeper Yeovil 
Pet Dec1 Ord 


Tayror, Ton, Bridlington, Tailor Scarborough Pet Nov 
20 O1d Nov 30 


Vavonay, 


Wicock, 
2 O 


Bates & £ 
a 
Boutt, Tf 
ee 
NTNAL 
Off Re 
Caawoous 
Off Re 
Crick, He 
, Cor 
AGNALL, 
a Rail ws 
De Bea 


chant 
Desporov: 


EstwIstTL! 
Dee 14 
Fasetuy, 
Farme 
GRaTrax, 
GREEN WOO 
Off Re 
Gusx, Au 
Ree, 8, 
Hampsuirt 
Bond t 
Haktwey, 
9.30 C 


Hawxripe 
Dee 11 
Hewpsrso: 
at 2.30 
Herworrs 
ll Off 
Homes, V 


1) at 1% 
Homexsna: 
Dee 14 


Lewis, Ary 
Lewis, = 


Mraz, Sam 


Tay, F 

‘a4Y, Fanyy 

Rec, Wo 

Tuoursox, 1 
chant D 








Ors 








Dec. 12, 1896. 


VavGHay, Reman, Penrhyndeudraeth, Shoemaker Port- 
madoc Pet 


Nov 28 Ord Nov 2 
Wicoc m, come Coal Merchant Leeds Pet Nov 
p=] 


Nov 28 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Bates & Stevens, Windsor rd, Willesden Green, Builders 
Dec 11 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Boutt, Tuomas H, Brixton Dec 11 at rf Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

BrenxTNALt, Josern Epuuxp, Middlesborough Dec 11 at 3 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Caawoour, Samus., Swansea, Tobacconist Dec 11 at 12 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Crick, Henry Artuur, Leominster, Baker Dec 14 at 10 
4, Corn sq, Leominster 

Da@nat, Jesse, Crawley, Sussex Dec 11 at 3.30 24, 
Railway appreh, London Bridge 

De Bearn, Franx Hossoyx, Watford, Herts, Gun Mer- 
chant Dec 11 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Dessoroven, Henry, Sale, Cheshire, Wholesale Jeweller 
Dec 16 at 3 Off Ree, Byrom st, Manchester 

EstwistLe, WILLIAM, Hopkinstown, nr pesigeaaa, Grover 
Dec 14 at 12 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfi 

Fasetay, Witviam Jouy, St. Just in Roseland, Cornwall 
Farmer Dec 17 at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Gaatrax, Wiii1am, Leeds, Milk Dealer Dec 15 atll Of 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

senereem Joun Wit1.14M, Royton, ee: Dec 11 at 10 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Queen st, Oldhar 

Gusx, AL RED, Norwich, Coachbuilder oy i2gati2 Off 
Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Hampsuire, Hewry, Wakefield Dec 11 at 11 Off Rec, 6, 
Bond ter, Wakefield 

Hastiey, Arruur, West Kensington, Butcher Dec 11 at 
9.30 Off Ree, 73, Castle st, a 

HawkaipeGe, Wituan Hewyry, Plympton, von, Musician 
Dec 11 at 3.30 10, Atheneum ter, Plymou 

Hexpsrson, Witiiam, Kennington, Horse Dealer Dec 11 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Herworts, Josern Scuoves, Leeds, Butcher Dec 14 at 
11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Hotmes, WiLuiam, Cockington, Devon, Auctioneer Dec 
11 at 12 The Castle of Exeter, at Exeter 

Homersuam, Osporn CHARLES SyOULTON, Gravesend, Kent 
Dec 14 at 10.30 115, High st, Rochester 

Jerrenys, Francis Josers, Walworth rd, Clothier Dec 11 
atll Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Jewkes, Samugt, West Bromwich, 7 Milkseller Dec 11 at 2 
County Court, West Bromwich 

Jones, Wittiam Luewettyy, Maesyewmmer, Mon Dec 14 
at 11 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, 
Mon 

Keres, Witt1am Henry, Herne Hill, Chemist Dec 14 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Lavaence, Hercy Wiiuiam, Leominster, Market Gardener 
Dec 14at 10 4, Corn sq, Leominster 

Lewis, ARNOLD, Gloucester, Tailor Decl2at11 Off Rec, 
45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Lewis, Tuomas, Liantrissant, Glam, Draper 
65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Mean, Samvet, and Samugst Mear, jun, Penzance, Boot 
Makers Dec 17 at 12.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Muir, Georce, Mutley, Plymouth, Commercial Traveller 
Dec llat4 10, Atheneum ter, Plymouth 

Niwtert, James, Bishampton, Wheelwright Dec 12 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 45, Copenhagen st, Wurcester 

Norra, Wit.iiam Henry, Gittisham, Devon Dec 21 at 11 
Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Page, a. Leigh, Lancs, Grocer Dec 15at3 16, Wood st 
Bolton 


Dec 11 at 3 


Purcuarp, James Witu1am, Monmouth, Nurseryman 
Dee 14 at12 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, New- 
port, Mon 

Payor, Joun Pearce, Lewes, Ironmonger Dec 14 at12 17, 
High st, Lewes 

Rickxerrs, James, Eardisland, Herefords, Labourer Dec 
l14at10 4, Corn sq, Leominster 

Rexsix, GrorcE Sreruenson, Brighton, Draper Dec 11 at 
8 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

ScHUMACHER, Husert, Battersea, Cab Proprietor Dec 14 
at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Saanvp, Epcar, Putney, Steamboat Owner Dec 11 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Simon, - ~ mmercial rd, Boot Manufacturer Dec 14 
at 1 Bankruptcy bl ; Carey st 

Sraixe, ye. ARCHER, tham, Tailor Dec 11 at 12 

Of Ree, St Peter’s Church walk, ‘Nottingham 

BrockpEx, Wituram, Barry Dock, Glam, Tobacconist Dec 

14 at 1230 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, 


on 

Tay, Fanny, Bilston, Staffs, Grocer Dec 14 at 11.30 Off 
Ree, Wolverhampton 

Tuomrson, Rospgrt, jun, Gateshead, Durham, Coal Mer- 
chant Dec i4at11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, New- 
castle on Tyne 

Towxenp, James Wiiii1am, Leeds, Coal Merchant Dec 15 
at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Waker, poe Tenbury, Worcs, Hay Dealer Dec 11 at 
2 John Nicholls, Auctioneer, Kidderminster 

Wis, rote. Rosert, Cambridge, Tutor Dec 15 at 12 
Off Rec, 5, Petty cury, Cambridge 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Attex, James, Birmingham, Butcher Birmingham Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Nov 28 

Banser, Cuantes Wank, Sheffield Sheffield Pet Nov 30 


Ord Nov 30 

Beooxgs, Aurrep, Chemstomm, Staffs, Draper Walsall 
Pet Oct 20 

Burxnam, Tuomas, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Dec 1 
Ord Dee 1 

Buswe.u, GzorGe, Leicester Northampton Pet Nov 30 
Ord Dec 1 

Casory, Joux Horace, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet 
Deel Ord Decl 

Cones, hemes noe and Witte Maatix, Suffolk a, 

hill, E High Court 


OdDei =«=-—it 





Nov 18 


Cusxivenam, Witt1am Doverox, Gt St Thomas 
Solicitor High Court Pet Oct 10 Ord Deel 


Apostle 
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Davins, Own ray Butts Lienbesls, Farmer Bangor Pet Dec 


Ewstwr lil Glam, Grocer Ponty- 
sory tse 
Croesgoch, 


Evans, James, Pembrokes, Licensed Victualler 

@ —s Dock Pet Nov 28 bs + Dec 1 

REGORY, cae, Birmingham, tmaker Birming- 

ham Pec Deci Ord Dec? 

Hatrorp, Hexry Wratr ptate, nr Walsall, Milliner 
Walsall Pet Oct7 Ord Oct 

Hory, Faeperice James, Sudbery, Licensed Victualler 
8t Albans Pet Aug3 Ord Nov 28 


Hoven, Sypwey Woo.rs, Clifton Junction, Lancs, 
—= Traveller Salford Pet Nov 30 Ord 
Houaues, * 8t Andrew’s hill, Doctors’ commons, 


blisher Court Pet Octi Ord Dec 2 
Hourcaissox, Wii.1aM, Filey, Yorks, Tailor Scarborough 
Pet Nov 30 Pet Nov 30 


Jones, Wituiam Pickertxa, Worthing Brighton Pet 
Nov 26 Ord Dec 2 * 
Kerr, Witttam Henry, New Bond st, Chemist High 

Court Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec 2 


Langman, Entry. mr Flints, Confectioner Bangor Pet 
‘ov 30 

Lewis, Ha ‘Hacer, Walsall, Baker Walsall Pet Nov2 Ord 

eine A:ragp, Holloway, Butcher High Court 
Pet Decl Ord Dec 1 

Mayaog, James, th Builder High Court Pet 
Oct 3 Nov 30 

Noara, Wituiam Heway, Gittisham, Devon Exeter Pet 
Deel Ord Decl 


Overinerow, Harry, Worthing, Draper Brighton Pet 
Nov 30 Ord Nov 
Pang, es Leigh, Lancs, Grocer Bolton Pet Dec2 Ord 
2 


Parrcuarp, Rosert, Llangefni, Baker Bangor Pet Nov 30 
Ord Dee 1 -_ 


Pryor, Jonx Pearce, Lewes, Ironmonger Lewes Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Nov 28 

Ramspey, Wittiam, Leeds, Commission Agent Leeds Pet 
Dec2 Ord Dec 2 


Saimon, Cuarves Rete, yey! pvmt, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Jul 22 Ord Nov 30 
Sau, Wituram, Westmorland, Draper Kendal Pet Nov 


Ord Nov 30 

Sayers, Jouy, Brighton, Confectioner Brighton Pet Oct 
19 Ord Dec 2 

Sarre, Georer Tuomas, Lo oy i Hairdresser North- 
ampton Pet Decl 

Siumonps, Wituam, Brighton, Builder Brighton Pet 
Nov 28 Ord Dec 2 

San Jony, Montacute, Somersetshire, Inkeeper 
Yeovil Pet Dec1 Ord Dec 1 

Tayuor, Tom, Bridlington, Tailor Scarborough Pet Nov 
30 Ord Nov 30 


Tuompsos, Heyrzay Winwiam, U » ~4 Chi; " 
Baker Bristol Pet Nov 23 Gra Des oaigh 
Vaueunay, Ricuarp, Penrhyndeudraeth, a Port- 
w madoc a eee tu — 
AINWRIGHT, THomas Henry, Liverpool verpoo 
Oct 16 Ord Dec 2 
Warerrie.p, Cuaries, Bloxwich, Grocer Walsall Pet 
Nov 13 Ord Nov 30 
Weir, Davin, Duke st, London Bridge, Provision Agent 
Court Pet Oct13 Ord Dec 
Leeds, ©. Coal Merchant Leeds 


Wiiemay, Henry Str. Jouy, Tokenhouse bldgs, Financial 
Agent High Court Pet Nové Ord Nov 30 


Amended notice substituted for ml yaa in the 
London Gazette of Nov : 


—— Samvuet Perer, Gracechurch st, aie High 
Pet July 10 Ord Nov 25 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


Avian, James, Francis st, Waterloo rd, no occupation 
=~ Court Adjud Oct 21, 1895 Annul ag 1. 

Mirus, Taomas Heyey, Tonge, nr , Lancashire, 
Retired Farmer Oldham Adjud Sept 4 4 Anoul Nov 12 


London Gasette.—Tusspar, Dec. 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Assotrt, Wit.tam, Bishop Auckland Durham Pet Dec 5 
Ord Dee 5 


——— me 4 Iutay, Worcester Worcester Pet Dec 

Anprews, Witu1am Tuomas, Middlewich, Coal Merchant 

Nantwich Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 

Baxer, Ricuanp Westsroox, Barholm, Lincs, Farmer 

Peterbo: Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 

Bayxs, Rosert Georce Sranvey, Hillmorton, Warwicks, 
Brickmaker Coventry Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 

Brexix, Ricuarp Nogt, Addison rd HighCourt Pet Oct 

14 Ord Nov 10 

Bory, Witiiam, Exeter Exeter Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 


Dame, Jee St Austell, Cornwall Truro Pet Dec 3 

8 

Buyxtine, Ropent Osapian, Southsea Portsmouth Pet 

Nov 21 Dec 2 

Cuvuncui., Epwix Aupert, Kew, Surrey Brentford Pet 
Dec3 Ord Dec 3 


Dansy, Cuaistorues Francis, Farmer 
=, fee Filey, Scarborough 


Ord Dec 3 
Dansy, Wittiam, Lines, Farmer Lincoln Pet 
Dec4 Ord Dec 4 


Daren, Waa SS Geteste, Clerk Gt Grimsby Pet 
Eaton, Antaur, and Percy Eaton st, Mantle 
na amafctaren igh Grut gfe Des Ord De 
tox, WiLt 
~~ Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 8 


Exuson, Wiss Innkeeper 
Bradford Pet Nov19 Ord Dec 3 Te 


Fiarcuss, Jonx, Lancs, Manufacturer Bolton 





Radcliffe, 
Pet Deod Ord Dec 8” 





race, Gogport, Hants, Draper Portsmouth Pot 


Dees 
ANKLIN,> aaa Geores, Shrewsbury, Auctioneer 
Pet Deo 2 Dec 2 
Gansott, Gronce Wiii1am, Newcastle on , Licensed 
Victualler Newcastle on Tyne Pet 56 Ord 


5 
Gippivs, Wiiitam, and Wiittam Moraay, Chorley, Lanes, 
Bolton Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 

Cone, Soe, es » Wandoworts Pet Nov 12 Ord 

Granam, Eowanp Ievina, Cumberland, Farmer 
Carlisle "Pot Nov 21" Ord Bee 4 

Garrix, Jane ‘Ann, Swansea, Tobacconist Swansea Pet 
Dec 3 Ord Dec 3 

ins, See, Clapham rd High Court Pet Nov 16 

Houumay, Taomas, and Cagisroraer Hoitpay, Ain- 
stable, Cumberland, Farmers Carlisle Pet Deo 5 


Ord Dee 5 
samen * W. Evans, Mildred’s court High Court Pet 
Sept 30 Ord Dec 4 


James, Geonoe Wit.1am, Wolverhampton, Grocer Wol- 
verhampton Pet Dee 8 Ord Dec 4 
i Joux, Swansea, Tailor Swansea Pet Nov 9 Ord 


ove 
Jowrs, Witt1amM Hewry, Birkenhead, Fruiterer Wrexham 
Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 
Kesaick, Faspertce Wriiiam, Horncastle, Lines Lincoln 


Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 


Lewis Joux, Pencader, 
Pet Dec 5 ‘Ord Dec 5 


Mazzapnzt, Eerp10, Haymarket, Restaurant Keeper High 
Court Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 
Mrrcas.t, James Antuoyy, Stamford, Lincs, Watchmaker 
Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 
Morrort, Georce James, Teignmouth, Mariner Exeter 


Owen, Evan Paosert, Bristol, Corn Merchant Bristol 
Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 

Oarss, ae Ne J Penshaw, Durham, Joiner Durham 
Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 

Packer, tle Horace, Kendal, Westmrid, Music 
Master Kendal Pet Decd Ord Dec 4 
a Joun Witiiam, Bradford Bradford Pet Dec 4 

4 

Panseee, See Clissold Park Edmonton Pet Oct 26 

Reayey, Davin Lewis, Bradford Bradford Pet Dec 5 
0) 0 

—— <* EJ, North Malvern Worcester Pet Nov 19 Ord 

Rowe, Taomas, Bickleigh, Devon, Dairywan Exeter Pet 
Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 

Surru, Jossen Mantox, Northampton, Builder North- 
ampton. Pet Dec 3 Ord Dec 3 

Stewart, Wittiam Hexry Water, Devonport, Engineer 
Plymouth Pet Nov17 Ord Dec4 

Wensser, Ricnarvo Wiiu1am, Exmouth, Butcher Exeter 
Pet Dec 8 Ord Dee 3 


West, Wit.1m, Blatchbridge, Somersets, Farmer Frome 
Pet Dec 4 


ens, Weaver Car- 


Pause 


nt Dee 4 
Wuirecavron, H, Bermondsey, Tally Draper High Court 
Pet Novis Ord Dec 8 
Wituams, Jonx, Lianwrda, Farmer Carmarthen Pet 
Dee 4’ Ord Dee 4 
Wooprorr, Eowarp Streruey, Gloucester, Grocer Glouces- 
on ae, hae 1 ineveintord, Staffs, G Btor 
's, Grocer ur- 
Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 
Yarr, Cuaries, Worcester, Plumber Worcester Pet Dec 
2 Ord Dec 2 


FIRST MEETINGS 
aso, James, Birmingham, Butcher Dec 18 at 11 23, 
orcester Decl7 at 11.30 Off 
45, 
Banser, Cuartes Wane, Dee 15 at 2.30 Off Rec 
Baryerrt, Gzorce Henry, Stonehouse, Glos, Tailor Dec 
15 at12 Off Rec, Station rd, 
Bory, Wiuut Exeter Dec 21 at 10.15 Off Rec, 13, 
7 a St Austell, Cornwall, Boot Dealer Dee 17 
30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
canoer, JOHN ey omg — Grocer Deci5at 3 Off 
Easter, Henry eS King’s Lom Norfolk, Grocer 
Dec 19 at 12 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 
Rowaxps, Tuomas Pairrcaaro, Reporter Deo 
17 at 11 Commercial Portmadoc 
Fiercars, Joux —— Lancs, Manufacturer Dec 17 
at 11 16, Wood st, Bolton 
Frasxuix, Jostan Georos, Shrewsbury, Auctioneer Dec 
15 at 11.30 Shrewsbury 
Givoiws, Wiwiam, and Wits Moreax, Chorley, 
Builders Dec 18 at3 16, Wood st, Bolton 
N Bookbinder 


row, 
Anperson, James Ivar, 





sswuae eh 

Hoven, Sypsex Woour 

cooveial Traveller re, Gift Junston, Lanny Ome 
Manchester 


mae 3g 4 aktEs Lexpox, Hereford, Commercial Tra- 
Dec 18 at 10 2, Offa st, Hereford 
Labourer Dec 16 at 10,30 








cei ere er ara 


Dee 16 at 12 Off Reo, 35, 
TAO storia #, 
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Maram, B Lancs, Chromo ome Lahoguyher 
Dee 16 at 2.30 pe gg oy Manchester 
Martruews, Atrarp, Holloway, Butcher Dee 15 at 1 
st 


bldgs, Carey 
Marruews, Frepenicx, Clifton, Bristol, ite Dee 16 
ati2 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristo! 
zavri, Ecip1o, Panton st, a Diieens 
Dec 15 at 11 pay igs, st 
Mitwer, Evwaxp, Birmingham, Brass Caster Dec 18 at 12 
23, row, Birmingham 
Monaorr, Gronce James, Teignmouth, Mariner Dec 21 
10.380 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Panny, James, Gloucester, Farmer Dec 18 at 10 2, Offa 
Hereford 


Rees, Evizanetu, Fishguard, Pembrokes, General Dealer 
Dec 16 at3 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Recax, WiiiaM Freperick, Threadneedle st, Estate 
Agent Dec 15at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Rossrrs, Garrvirx Witiam, Criccieth, Carnarvons, 
Saddler Dec 17 at 12 Commercial Hotel, Portmadoc 

aes Tuomas, Bickleigh, Devon, Dairyman Dec 21 at 

off , 18, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Seam Rowe Freperick, sen, Great Russell st, Builder 
Dec 16 at 11 Bankruptey a ays 

Sautt, Witttam, Wymeswold, Leicester, Builder Dec 15 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Suarr, WiiiiaM Tuomas, Dari , Grocer Dec 15 at 38 
Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 

Tnosox, W. Jouxsox, | Shirley, Worcestershire Dec 17 at 2 


Colmore ro’ irmingham 
Vavorias cn ann, Penrhynddraeth Shoemaker Dec 17 
at Comm otel, Portmadoc 


Wesser, Ricnarp Wim, Exmouth, Butcher Dec 21 at 
10.80 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, ‘Exeter 

Wicox, Joux, Birmingham, Baker 
Colmore row, Birmingham 

Yarr, Cuartes, Worcester, Plumber Dec 16 at 11.30 
Rec, 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Assort, Wiit1am, Bishop Auckland Durham Pet Dec 4 
Ord Dec 5 


Dee 16 at 11 23, 


Of 


Anperson, James Imt.ay, Worcester Worcester Pet Dec 
2 Ord Dee 2 

Ayprews, Wiit1am Tuomas, Middlewich, Coal Merchant 
Nantwich Dec 2 


Baxer, Ricuarp eeece, Th Lines, Farmer 


et Dec 4 Ord Dec 
Banks, Ronzrt Grorncr Stanuey, ¥, Hillmorton, pea 
Brickmaker wentry Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 


Be.cuam, Epuusp Jouy, Southend on Sea, Dairyman 
Chelmsford Pet Nov 24 Ord Dec 2 
Bory, Wituiam, Exeter Exeter Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 


orn me Horace, Brixton High Court Pet Sept 4 

_— St Austell, Cornwall Truro Pet Dec3 Ord 

Bouwrtixo, Rosert Osapian, Southsea, Hants Portsmouth 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec 4 





Cuurcai.., Eowis Atsert, Kew, Surrey Brentford Pet 
Dec3 Ord Dec 3 


Coteman, Bensamix Lonepen, and Faepericx Frevre. 
Coteman, Sandwich, Kent, Farmers Canterbury Pet 
Novi2 Ord Dec 3 

Dansy, Cuaistoraer Francis, Filey, Yorks, Farmer Scar- 
om, Langton, idaen, 2 | 

ILLIAM, m, Lincs, Farmer Lincoln Pet 

Ord Dee 4 


ee | Witu1an, Gt Grimsby, Clerk Gt Grimsby Pet 

Dec 3 Ord Dec 3 

= Huddersfield, Commission Agent Hud- 
a Pet Nov 6 Ord Dec 4 

Ewe Ww Wirnsa, 


Danesy, 
Dec 


Fraxx Hancock, eae, 

te = a s Ord Dee 
Exuisoy, 1Lu1am THomas, mn, You, Innkeeper 
Bradford Pet Nov 18 Ord Dec “7 +8 
Bolton 


Fiztcuer, Jonx, ——— ag: a 
eae 3, rom 
AMES Amel icester, Veterinary 8 
Leicester Dec1 Ord Dec 2 in 
— Norfolk, Solicitor Norwich Pet Nov 13 


Gazsutt, Groner Wiiiiam, Newcastle on Tyne, Licensed 
Victualler Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec 5 Ord 


5 
Grppins, Wii114m, and Wittram Monaay, Chorley, Lancs, 
Builders Bolton Pet 4 Ord Dec4 
Gairrix, Janz Axw, Swansea, Tobacconist Swansea Pet 
Dec3 Ord Dec 3 
Gairritus, Tuomas, Wednesbury Walsall Pet Oct 24 
Ord Dec 3 


Houumway, Tuomas, and Caristorner Howtipay, Ain- 
4 ers Carlisle Pet Dec 5 
Ord Dec 


5 
J Grorcz Witttam, Wolverhampton, Grocer 
Pet Dec 3 Ord 4 

Jouzs, Witt1am Hewny, Birkenhead, Fruiterer Wrexham 

Pet 3 Dec 8 
= Tailor Swansea Pet Nov 9 Ord 
eS Witiam, Stoke Newington Lincoln 

Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec 4 


Laws, Auzoun, Gloucester, Tailor Worcester Pet Nov 
eee Joux, Pencader, Carmarthens, Weaver Car- 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 

aa James Antuowry, Stamford, Lincs, Watch- 
Ms * h eed Ord Dec 5 

LEER WARD. ey Brass Caster * pirming- 

2 Pet Nov28 Pet 3 

Mokrnzis, Jonx Conwerivus, and Wiiu1am Dawizt Morais, 

Chester Pet Oct 17 Ord Dec 4 

~ Moanorr, Guonor Jaxx James, Teignmouth, Mariner Exeter 


Dee 3 
Narmax, Joux, London rd, Fine Art Dealer High Court | 
Esruzr, Heanor, Derbys Derby Pet Mer 1 | 


Ord Dec 4 
‘Rouunp Horace, Kendal, Music Master Kendal 
8 Ord Dec 4 


Jonns, — 





P. 






Pavuiser, Soin Warsas, Bradf Greengrocer Brad- 
ford Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 ord, 


Porter, Groner Bassett, Lee Rutlands Leices- 
ter Pet Nov10 Ord Dec 

Reansy, Daviv Lewis, Bradford Bradford Pet Dec 5 
Ord Dee 5 


ncaa: Jacon, ~ 9 me Draper High Court 
aii ~ Broklagh, Devon, Dai P 

Rowr, Tomas, Bic ~~ on, Dairyman Exeter Pet 
Dec4 Ord Dee 4 

Sow, Isaac, Commercial rd, a Bat Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 

Suitu, Josera + TE 1 Builder North- 
ampton Pet Dec 3 Ord Dec 3 

Tow — James WILLIAM, Leeds, Coal Merchant Leeds 
Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec 3 

Wesser, Ricuarp Witt1am, Exmouth, Butcher Exeter 
Pet Dee 3 Ord Dec 3 

West, Wit11am, Blatchbridge, Somerset, Farmer Frome 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 

Wiitiams, Jonx, Lianwrda, Farmer Carmarthen Pet 
Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 

Wiiuis, Avvnep Rosert, Cambridge, Tutor Cambridge 
Pet Oct 9 Ord Dec 3 

Witurs, Wiitiam Artuur, Ashton juxta Birmingham, 
oa Miller Birmingham Pet Nov 28 Ord 


Woorrtoy, Taomas, Kingswinford, Staffs, Grocer Stour- 
bridge Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

Yarp, Cuaries, Worcester, Plumber Worcester Pet Dec 
2 Ord Dec2 








All letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested thut 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxnicrrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. 0d. Volumes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
5s 6d. 


AW PRACTICE.—Succession Wanted by 

_4 experienced and monied man; immediate cash or 
Government securit ; guarantee based upon fature profits. 
—Address, letter o' y, Lex, Montpelier House, Twicken- 
ham, Middlesex. 





ANTED. Copies a“ the ‘‘ Solicitors’ 
Journal” da Nov. 9, 1895; 6d. each will be 
paid iota same at the Office, 27, Chancery-Lane, wc, 





GOLICITORS.— —Gentleman wishes to Place 
some Shares in a sound industrial ag —Address 
W. M., at Hornenstle’ 8s, 61, Cheapside, E. 


()08te—o4 = t= DENTON, Costs 

Draughtsman, 90, Petherton-road, London, N,. 
makes out Costs of all kinds, in Town or Country, for taxa- 
tion or delivery; terms s moderate owenty years’ eapestenee. 





[HE DENE, Cente. Surrey Hills: 
500 feet above sea; splendid air and water.—Rev. 
Crostanp Fenton, M.A., Trin. Coll., Camb., takes a few 
Boys. Brilliant honour list. Games, cycling. Best refer- 
ences England, Wales, Gectiand, In 
ENTAL.—Mr. Ropert Lovirt, L.D.S. 
219, Alban iPeol. Regent’s-park, N.W., has 
4 Weasel ie an Articled Pu st 


«BEDE AND SON, 


ROBE Aba MAKERS. 


BY SPROIAL APPOINTMENT 
esty, the Lord Cmeion, the Waele of th® 


dicial Bench, Corporation 


ROBES POR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 








To Her Pasay 


Law W and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
, and Olerke of the Peace. 
| Corporation Robes, ye te A Clergy Gowns. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, ‘LONDON. 









Dec. 12, 1896. 


SALES BY AUCTION 1 FOR THE YEAR 1897, 
MESSRS. 


| Dement TEWSON, FARMER, 
RIDGEWATER 


beg to announce that their SALES of ESTATES, 






























































Tsions, 8toc er Properties 

held at the AUCTION N MART. yy Bn 

the Bank of England, in the City of London, as follows 

Tuesday, January 19 Tuesday, June 1 

Tuesday, February 2 Tuesday, June 15 
Tuesday, February 16 Tuesday, June 22 
Tuesday, February 23 Tuesday, June 29 
Tuesday, March 2 Tuesday, July 6 
Tuesday, March 9 Tuesday, July 13 
Seoutan, March 16 Tuesday, July 20 
Tuesday, March 23 Tuesday, July 27 
Tuesday, March 30 Tuesday, August 3 
Tuesday, April 6 Tuesday, August 10 
Tuesday, April 13 Tuesday, August 17 
Tuesday, April 27 Tuesday, October 12 


TT RP ik 


Ps A ise iL BETO ROR IY 





Tuesday, May 4 Tuesday, October 26 

Tuesday, May 11 Tuesday, November 2 

Tuesday, May 18 Tuesday, November 16 ~ - 
Tuesday, May 25 Tuesday, November 23 ~ a 


Tuesday, December 7 

By tt, auctions can also be held on oti 
days, in 4 orcountry. Messrs T 
Parmer, Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valua! 
for Probate erie other Parposes, of Furniture, Pict 


Sporting Q sek tite sae 
dences, Shops, an 

Pm to be Let or Tot bald b by private pdm 

the 1 1st of each month, ~— -_. be obtain 

De ter, Estate rente, 

Surveyors, — Sea 80, ieee 2, London, E.C. i 

phone No. 1 4 





SALE DAYS FOR THE E YEAR 1897. : 
AREBROTHER, ELLIS, CLARK, & CO, ‘ 


beg to announce that t! © underm. tioned 
been fixed for their SUCTIONS of FREEHOLD. 
hold, and Leasehold ESTATES, Reversions, weet, li 
Interests, &c., at the Auction Mart. Tokenhouse-yard, 
Other seenemane for intermediate Sales will also i 
Thursda: , January 14 Thursday, July 1 
: Thursday, July 8 
Thursday, Juiy 15 
Thursday, July 29 


Thursday, November 11 © 
Thursday, November 2 ~ 
Thursday, December 2 
Thursday, June 10 Thursday, December 16 > 
Wedn y, June 23 Thursday, December 30 
Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, Clark & Co. publish in , 
advertisement columns cf ‘‘The Times’’ fp. 
a list of their forthcoming Sales by 
also issue from time to time schedules of; , oe to be 
or and, ome and residential estates, far 
freehol: 
fround-rents, ad and investments generally, which wil Ss 7 
orwarded free of charge on application.— No. 29, - 
street, Temple-bar, and 18, Old -street, E.C. Ps. 
PERIODICAL SALES. 
ESTABLISHED 1843. 
1 Nearer H. E. FOSTER & CRANFE [Ei 
aT to Marsh, Milner, & Co.) ¢ 
ODICAL BALES on the £IRST and) THIRD 
THURSDAYS in in each month > st the year, # 
the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C : 
REVERSIONS (Absolute and Contingent, 
INTERESTS and ANNUITIES, 
LIFE POLICIES, 
Shares and Debentures, 
vee 6 and Bonds, end 


Sales of tae, Town and ry eh Sone, 
Uitralao be held be held on the THIRD WEDNESDAY in ¢ 
month. Date for 1896 :— 

December 17 2 

Offices, 6, Poultry, London, E.C. Telephone No. 1900," 


MESSRS. STIMSON & SONS 
Auctioneers, Surveyors, and Valuers, 
Land, House, and Estate Agents, 

8, MOORGATE STREET, BANK, E.C., 

2, NEW KENT ROAD, 8.E. 
(Opposite the Elephant and Castle). 
ye vie a SALES are held at the 


City, on the second and 
anon 
ma‘ 


Thursday, May 27 



















































, and on other days as oc 


IN & SONS undertake SALES and LETTE 
PRIVATE TREATY, Valuations, tg ; 
Receiverships in Chancery, erences 
justment of Com ion and 
of Furnitureand Stock, Colled 
Lists of 
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